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(Whereupon, the following proceedings were had, to-wit:) 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Good evening.  I'm Garth Anderson.  I'm from the Corps of 

Engineers.  I'm the project manager for the site and also the Army RAB co-chair.  

Tonight we're going to start with  our usual introductions and administrative items.   

We'll cover the agenda, some items and some things that have happened since the last 

RAB.  And tonight  we're going to be talking about our groundwater  

monitoring program.  That's a standard part of our RAB meetings, talking about the data 

we've collected in the past, actually from the June sampling event as promised.  We'll talk 

a little bit about our expanded monitoring well network that we've been talking about  

for quite a long time, but we're actually at the point of getting ready to install some wells.  

And we're going to talk about a response action process that has been in some documents 

before, but we'll get into more detail about that.   

 

Slide, please.    

 

All right.  Just some introductions.   

Again, I'm Garth Anderson from the Army Corps of Engineers.  In the back we have our 

community co-chair, Melissa Konecky.  If you can give everybody the hi sign.  And other 

RAB members that are here, I thought I saw Paul Randazzo come in.  There he is.   

Paul, nice to see you tonight.  And then John  Wageman, I don't think he's here tonight.  

Some of  the other RAB members that regularly come, we have -- well, Bruce Haley 

represents the University of Nebraska, Larry Angle from Lower Platte North Natural  

Resource District, welcome tonight.  And these are the rest of our RAB members.  And 

let's talk about some of the other folks.  Other here from EPA Region  7 are Scott 

Marquess and Alyse Stoy.  Also from the Corps of Engineers we have Jill Fraley.  She's 

coming up -- this is her first time at a Mead RAB, so welcome, Jill.  And Jill will also be 

bringing the microphone around to people when they have questions.   

 

And also tonight some of the speaking parts will be done by some of our contract 

personnel.  Lisa Tholl from URS has been up on the site for 15 years now or  
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more.  And Brady Bigelow, he'll be giving part of the presentations tonight too.   

Okay.  Meeting guidelines.  Again, it's public participation.  That's why we're here.   

Let's try to get out of here at a decent hour.  Again, I think the weather is a little cool.  

People probably want to get home and watch the World Series if you're a baseball fan 

like I am.  Let's try to stick to the agenda the best we can.  Questions are welcome, but 

let's try to make it one question at a time and not step on each other's toes, and, of course, 

respect everyone's opinion and questions.   

 

As we all know, meetings are being recorded.  We generate a DVD at the end of the  

meeting which gets posted in the library.  We have both the video and we have a 

transcriptionist who will produce a written transcript of the meeting afterwards.   

 

One thing we ask you to do is if you ask a question or speak, please state your name  

clearly so that the transcriptionist can get that and it comes out clearly in the video.   

The mailing list, if you come in, please sign in so you're on the mailing list and if you 

have an e-mail address so I can send you notifications when new information is posted on 

the website.   

 

And there is our project website.  Many of you have been familiar with it and have 

accessed it in the past.    

 

MS. MOORER:  Mr. Anderson, Lynn Moorer.   

I wanted to insert this at the appropriate place in the meeting to let you know that  

your mailing list doesn't function properly.  I was informed earlier today of several 

people whose names are on the mailing list who do like to attend RAB meetings as 

frequently as possible.  They only received today the letter from you saying today  

was the meeting for the RAB meeting.  Your letter bore an October 1st date, but the 

postmark was not until October 23rd.  So that is completely inadequate with respect to 

informing the interested public.  So providing your name and your address does not  
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necessarily mean that you're going to be apprised of the upcoming meetings and all other 

related events in a timely fashion.  The other thing is I need to point out too, a lot of 

people relied for a long time on the inaccurate information that you had posted on the  

website with respect to the date.  It continued to bear the previous -- the unconfirmed date 

-- I don't remember what it was -- whatever it was you announced at the last meeting.  

And then Co-Chair Konecky needed to inform you that you had not confirmed that as a 

good date for the community.  Nevertheless, the website continued to post that inaccurate 

date for a very long time.  That also was a confusing factor that also caused people not to 

be able to come this evening.  So I think the record needs to reflect that your system 

continues to be highly flawed with respect to timely informing the interested public with 

respect to accurate information.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you.   

 

Okay.  Again, let's review the agenda.  Again, we're going to cover some activities since 

the last RAB meeting.  Our groundwater monitoring results, the expanded well network 

and the response action process, those are the big topics for tonight's meeting.  So without 

further adieu, what have we done since the last time?  Of course, groundwater sampling 

we do quarterly.  We did sample in June which was actually before the last RAB meeting, 

but because it takes 60 to 90 days to get validated data, we already reported the previous   

quarter's sampling.  So for this meeting -- and Brady Bigelow will be discussing that later 

-- we'll be talking about the June 2006 sampling event.   

 

The second item that's happened, we do have agreement and approval from the regulators 

on our expanded monitoring network both in the south and the eastern parts of the 

perimeter.  And drill crews are mobilizing to the site even as we speak.  We continue to 

evaluate the performance of our new load line 1 extraction well and treatment system.  

We make sure we operate it for a year to evaluate the hydraulics and the chemical data in 

and around the end of that plume.  We continue to work on the resolution of the -- of 

what we consider a foundation document for evaluating performance of this system, the  
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containment evaluation work plan.  We're getting very close to finalizing that particular 

document between EPA, NDEQ and the Army.  An important component of that 

containment evaluation work plant was the expanded monitoring well network that we  

approved now and so we could get to work on it and work on some of the details of the 

rest of the plant as we install wells.  We have completed the design for the advanced 

oxidation process pre-treatment system on extraction well 11.  And let me just point that 

out real quick for you.  That's right here in the middle plume.  That was installed in the 

original containment system.  That's the one where we discovered that the plume was 

actually further than we had discovered in the initial investigation, and it was so high that 

we had to shut it off.  Well, in the meantime we finished the design on a pre-treatment 

system that actually treats the water on its way to the treatment plant so it doesn't 

overwhelm the treatment plant and we'll be able to turn this well on when we get the 

construction done.   

 

And this well will actually serve as a focused extraction well in this plume.  And when 

we turn that one on, we'll -- the design is such that it should actually cut this plume in 

half.  And again, we'll have more details on that as construction is imminent.    

 

MS. MOORER:  Mr. Anderson, Lynn Moorer. 

 

Is this the appropriate time to ask a question about EW11, the advanced oxidation 

process?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Sure, go ahead. 

 

MS. MOORER:  I was wondering, what volume of oxidants will you be using and storing 

on site as part of the advanced oxidation process?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, I'll defer to -- Lisa, do you know the answer to that question  

specifically, or Brady?  
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MR. BIGELOW:  That will be a part of the final design.  Right now we're at a 35 percent 

-- right now I believe we're looking at around 200 gallons of the permanganate mixture 

and then -- or peroxide mixture.  And then the ozone will be generated with an instrument 

machine.  So it will store as little as possible.   

 

MS. MOORER:  So what's the maximum volume that would be stored there on site?   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  We won't know that until we do the final hundred percent design.  So 

we'll know -- it depends on what the -- we're at a 35 percent design right now.  We'll take 

it to 90 percent --   

 

MS. MOORER:  I think you need to explain what you mean by a 35 percent design.   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  There's a conceptual design is where we start.  And then we go to  

different vendors to determine who has the best solution for what we need to have done.  

Then we take that and we ask them to come back to us with what we call 90 percent 

design using their instrumentation and their technique.  Once the Corps and ECC, the 

URS review, make changes, move on from there, we go to a hundred percent design.  

That's when we'll have final layout of this system, the dosage rates, how much we have to 

store on site, because there's different ways -- there's different mechanisms in which we 

can store this material.  It depends on where we end up in the hundred percent design.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Okay.  So your ballpark guess though in terms of volume is roughly 

what?   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Maybe a couple hundred gallons at a time, maybe two hundred gallon 

total. 

 

MS. MOORER:  All right.  And then what are the chemical hazards associated with 

mixing hydrogen peroxide and ozone together in order to  

create a chemical reaction to treat TCE?   
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MR. ANDERSON:  That's a great  question.  You know, obviously it's a very, very  

strong oxidant.  And that's why we selected this, because it actually treats the TCE in the 

pipe as it travels from the extraction well to the treatment  system and knocks it down on 

the way.  Obviously, any chemical has some inherent hazards to it, but this will be, you 

know, in a sealed system and there would be minimal exposure to any human.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I would appreciate a direct answer to my question.  What are the 

hazards that are associated with this type of chemical    reaction?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I don't have that  specific answer for you tonight.  

 

MS. MOORER:  Do any of your colleagues have information they can share specifically 

on that point?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Not tonight.  We'd be happy to address it at the next RAB meeting.  

If we'd  would like to talk about the EW11 advanced oxidation process as an agenda 

topic, we'd be more than happy to do that.    

 

MS. MOORER:  Would you refresh our memories then, roughly when are you targeting 

to have this operational?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I need to check back with my schedule to, you know, give you an 

exact date.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Roughly. 

 

 MR. ANDERSON:  It will probably be another year before it actually goes on line.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I definitely think that  would be very much appreciated in the 

community if you can give us a lot more information about the nature and types of 
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chemicals you're going to be using and hazards associated with that in some real  detail 

and put together in a way that ordinary lay  people like myself can understand.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  That's a fair request.   And we'll put it down as a tentative agenda 

project  for the next RAB if that seems to be a consensus item.   

 

 Okay.  Got it.  Great.   

 

All right.  At this time I'd like to have Brady Bigelow come up and talk about the 

monitoring results from the June '06 event.  I would like to point out, you may have 

picked up a copy of  the slides, the actual PowerPoint slides.  But  there's a companion 

document that goes with it where  I've blown up the actual drafts of some of the trends 

we're going to talk about, because the way they're printed with two to a page is a little 

difficult to read.  So make sure you have both sets so when we   talk about data trends, 

you can actually have something you can read.  And there's also a slide at the very end 

that we'll talk about surface water screening levels that is not including in the original 

packet.  And we want to discuss that tonight as well. 

 

 Brady, it's all yours.   

 

 MR. BIGELOW:  Thank you.   Brady Bigelow from ECC.   

 

Next slide. 

 

So in September -- and this is  reflected in some of these figures in the back, I  believe 

they're the ones on the right side -- we sampled 74 monitoring wells, 76 residential water   

supply wells and 13 surface water locations.  And  again, you can see which ones on 

these maps back here  (indicating).  We've got the data result letters and  the summary 

report.  Those were all sent out for the  June event.  And we anticipate sending the 

September  result letters and the summary report, have that  ready to go by January, 

hopefully the beginning part of January.   
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For the June event that we finished,   and the data is all in, the summary report is posted  

on the project website.  We have a copy of it in the Mead library.  The summary report is 

in the handout back here (indicating).  And then we're going to talk a little bit about some 

of the trends.  A few RABs ago we had a request for not just putting data tables out but 

talking about the trends and if we're seeing any significant changes.  So I tried to pull out 

virtually all of the surface water that -- any of the detects we have, and if we have some 

trends, we'll look at that.  And then some of the monitoring wells that we had detects in, 

we'll talk a little bit about the trends and what that means and where they're located.   

 

 The first one here, this is monitoring  well 80.  And 80 is just above Silver Creek, right 

down here (indicating).  So it's just south of our  extraction well EW12.  And what you're 

looking at here -- and this is a little difficult to see from back there.  But these wells are 

installed in a cluster.  There's a shallow well, an intermediate well, and then a deep well 

that's actually installed in the top five to ten feet of the bedrock.   

 

Is it five feet?  Help me, Dave. 

 

MR. DANDER:  Between five and ten.   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Between five and ten. And that's what you're seeing here.  The first one 

right here is the shallow, and then it goes in the intermediate here, and these are the deep 

results, the third one in.   These are a little bit interesting.       You know, we've been 

collecting now quarterly since      we installed these wells.  And this line here shows 

where we started EW12, where we first turned that one      on.  So we had an increase as 

we were testing once the monitoring well was in.  Once we turned this one  

on, we started to see a decrease.  This is the shallow zone, and it is not as transmissive, or 

the  flow is greater here.  So that's why we -- we assume that's why we're seeing a quicker 

drop there.  So this is what we're seeing from, again, the well that's just south of 

extraction well 12.    

 

This one is monitoring well 89.  89 is just north of extraction well 12.  And at this point  
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we're we believe right on the edge of the load line 1 TCE plume.  Again, we've got low 

levels; we detected low levels.  After the startup of the plant, the levels remained 

essentially the same; we've got a little bit of a drop in the intermediate zone.  But we did 

have a detect in the June sampling event, so I wanted to include it on here so you could 

take a look and see how the extraction system is affecting this one.   

 

This one is 90.  90, again, is north of the extraction well 12, and it is in what we consider 

in the plume, in the footprint of the plume.  Here we're getting a steady increase relatively 

speaking.  We got a spike here.  We'll see in the next round whether or not that's 

reproducible.  Like I said, we see a steady increase up in all the wells essentially.  Again, 

that is above extraction well 12, and we expect to see and we hope to see an increase 

there, meaning we're pulling the plume into this area.   

 

This is monitoring well 85.  I want to go back to this one because this is the one that's 

located north of the treatment plant where we had a hit, gosh, it's been about a year and a 

half ago now.  But we continued to sample this well because we had this anomalous 

result here.  It seemed out of place, and we weren't sure what was going on there.  And 

we've continued to sample it since.  And you can see that they're relatively stable coming 

across here.   

 

So we've never really reproduced this, but we're continue to watch it just in case.  But so 

far so good.   

 

MS. FRALEY:  Brady, I think we have a question. 

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Yes?  

 

MR. RANDAZZO:  Paul Randazzo.  If you go back to that 52 -- yeah, that one there -- is 

that like an anomaly do you think?  Or what is the situation there?  It seems a  

little odd.                  
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MR. BIGELOW:  It does seem odd.  And, you know, we sample those wells quarterly 

right now.  So I'm looking forward to seeing what that result is this next time.  That will 

be out in the next month or so.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Show him on the map - 

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Oh, yeah.  This is --   monitoring well 90 is right up here north of 

EW12.    But you're right.  Even though it's above our extraction well and, you know, by 

all indications it will be captured by it, it does seem like a jump like that would be 

unusual.  But again, we've sampled that in September.  And that's the one that will tell us.  

If we're back down and it's falling along the trend lines, I think things will make a little 

more sense.  If we see a significant jump up again, that may change a little bit of what we 

look down there and what we do.  But again, I think the next round is really going to tell 

us where we are on that. 

 

Next slide. 

 

These are the surface water we want to start up.  This is SW06, which is up here.  Again, 

we don't really see high concentrations in that area,  but --  

 

MR. DANDER:  SW8.   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  I'm sorry.  Are we on 8?     No, 6.  We want to start at the top and kind 

of work our way down.  But this is the one that we get  detects in but relatively low and 

kind of where, you know, we first start to see detects in Johnson Creek.   

 

The next one would be just below that would be SW8, which is right here (indicating), 

sort  of right in the middle of the action down here.  That one has been relatively stable.  

This last time we  were at 41.7.  Again, we get a little bit of an influence of rain, although 

I think up till this last sampling event it's been relatively dry when we've been out 

sampling.  So no significant changes.  It's come down a little bit from its high, but it's still  
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about the same.   

 

This is SW10, which is straight down from 8, again, right along the Johnson Creek, right 

down here (indicating).  Again, relatively close to the same.  We're not seeing a big 

change.  This kind of variation could well be because of the influence of how much water 

is flowing through there.SW11, one more time we wanted to include this one.  This is the 

one out on Clear  Creek.  We got a detect of 12 back in '04, right at the end of '04, and 

really have never reproduced it since, but we continue to keep an eye on it just to make 

sure that that was an anomaly and it wasn't an indication of something going on out there.  

This is the RDX we're seeing for SW06.   

 

Again, that's at the top part up in this area (indicating), so it's the first area we start to see 

any kind of influence.  We've gone down to non-detect on this last one.  RDX again on 

SW08, which is just south of there, again, relatively stable for the most part.   

 

This is SW10, again, straight south of SW8, and no real significant changes there.  And 

this slide talks about screening levels.   

 

MS. FRALEY:  Actually, before we go there, we have another question. 

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Okay. 

 

MS. MOORER:  I have a question about slide No. 15 that was the monitoring well cluster  

80.  I'm looking at the fourth bar pairing over from the left.  So that would be April 5th, 

2006.  Right.  Okay.  The actual data that you have posted on the website shows that 

there were three different samples taken on that day at this well, and you have three 

different results.  What you've got posted there at the intermediate level here is 15.6. No, 

it must be the shallow limit.  15.6, the one on the left, is that the shallow one?  

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Yes.   
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MS. MOORER:  Okay.  So it also shows that one of the other samples was 17.0 was the 

result for TCE.  This was the one that said "field duplicate."  And then another one that 

said the  result was 17.8.   

 

So I'm wondering why out of the three of those you chose to display the lowest one.  To 

me it seems somewhat misleading.  Would it not make -- wouldn't it be more accurate to 

identify the fact that that's the lowest of the three that you -- of the results that you got on 

that day?  And I notice this is not the only value you've done that to.  That is, you took 

several samples on the same day, but what you've chosen to display for us is the lowest 

reading.  And I think in order for it to be -- to provide all of information, you need to 

indicate also though there were also higher readings on those days in addition.  Can you 

explain, Mr. Bigelow, why you chose to display only the lowest reading and didn't  

convey the information about the other higher readings?                

 

MR. BIGELOW:  What you're seeing here is the primary analysis.  We don't really 

choose which one.  It's the sample -- it's the primary sample.  So you have a sample you 

take, and then like  you pointed out, the field duplicate, and then there may be other QC 

associated with that.  When we do the queries to generate these, we don't query the QC 

and then pick out the highest one to put on here, we choose the primary result.   

 

But you have a point there.  And we can look at if there's a --  you know, the field 

duplicate is used to see if there's a significant difference between the two results to make 

sure we don't get a real high result on one and the other.  And that's kind of where that 

one ends.  But if you would like to see on here -- now, the problem, what happens, when 

you put multiple data points for one date, these graphs get a little hard to follow and a  

little hard to read.  So I was trying to simplify.  But again, we don't select -- we don't go 

in and say, well, that one's lower, that's the one I want to  show.  It's just the primary 

result that it pulls out.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Could you explain what "primary results" means?   
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MR. BIGELOW:  It's the sample that we took.  So we go out and we take a sample from 

the well  

 

MS. MOORER:  But you also took two other samples also.   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  QC samples.  That's correct. 

 

MS. MOORER:  But those are not primary samples? 

 

MR. BIGELOW:  They're QC, quality control, samples.  And they're, again, the 

duplicates used to evaluate whether or not there may be other contamination, whether the 

samples are homogenous.  You know, it's used for other things.  But typically we don't go 

in and select what data we want.  We use the data that it gave us.   

 

So again, the sample from the well is what we use here, and we run quality control on 

that with things like field duplicate, sometimes matrix spikes.  You know, there's lots of 

different QCs.  Sometimes it goes to the QA lab.  But that's to validate that first result.  

Typically we don't -- and we don't do it the other way either; we don't go in and pick the 

high one and use that because it fits  a graph better, we use what we got from the well.   

 

But again, we can try to use that data.  It's just a little difficult when you're trying to do 

trend graphs.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I would certainly say from the history of you all not being 

straightforward with us in so many different respects, with respect to the information that 

you provide us, it certainly would behoove you to do your very best to not misrepresent 

and to make sure that the information you provide is a fair representation of all the 

information you've got on each of these.  I should point out too perhaps, you may recall at 

the last meeting, the July RAB meeting, this was the map that you handed out for us.  

This may look familiar.  This is what you talked from, and you had a big version of this 

up on the wall there on the north.  And as you asserted to Co-Chair Konecky that you 
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absolutely were not briefing us from out-of-date maps.  You said, no, these were accurate 

maps.  But you need to understand, for example, if you look at monitoring well 80 on this 

map that you presented to us last RAB meeting, 80 is outside of the plume.  All right.  

Even though you had this data from -these data from September 2005, December 2005, 

and the date on this map was supposed to be December 2005, and you asserted to us this 

was still accurate last July, yet this monitoring well, 80 wasn't in the plume, nor was 

monitoring well 90 or 89.  I mean, this is a complete demonstration by  

itself right here that the map that you've been briefing for us on was not accurate as 

compared to the information, the data that you had.   

 

So I don't mean to be perhaps going after something that you all I know consider to be 

unimportant but it's important to us.  We expect the information you provide to us to be 

accurate and up to date.  And it does seem to me that you do take whatever steps you can 

to try to make yourselves try to look good and to cover over and gloss over the very 

concerning factual information about what the levels actually are and where the plume, at 

least the data tend to indicate, actually is.  Your credibility is not terribly high here.    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, I hope you've all seen and picked up the new map that we 

derived from our recent geoprobe sampling that is even better than the one we had before.  

Again, we strive to make sure our maps are as accurate as can be.  And I think this new 

one will reflect fairly well the data we're reporting.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I would just like to have the record reflect the fact that after the last 

meeting, Co-Chair Konecky wrote a letter to Mr. Anderson asking again that the Kansas 

City District provide accurate and complete maps at each one of these RAB meetings.  

And you responded, Mr. Anderson, to Ms. Konecky in a letter dated October 10, 2006,  

 

"The Army strongly disagrees with your assertion that we have briefing from outdated 

maps at the RAB."   
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MR. ANDERSON:  Well, if you also recall, Ms. Moorer, we had other maps posted at 

the meeting that accurately represented the most current data, and we also briefed off of 

those.  So we were using current data to brief from and, you know, had various maps we 

had posted such as over here, this aerial photo and other maps.   

But we will continue to make sure our maps are completely accurate and updated, and we 

hope you all can take a copy of the one that's in the back tonight.    

 

MS. FRALEY:  I have a question over here.  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, Larry. 

 

MR. ANGLE:  Larry Angle. Lower Platte NRD.  Was SW12 or 13 sampled during the 

last go-around?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Brady, did you get that question? 

 

MR. BIGELOW:  I'm sorry? 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  SW12 and 13, were they sampled in this last sampling? 

 

MR. BIGELOW:  I'll look it up.     

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We'll get an answer here in just a second.    

 

MS. KONECKY:  Melissa Konecky.  While we're on the maps, I notice this map, this 

new map, as far as the TCE goes, it didn't specify the level of TCE on the map.  The other 

contaminants are specified, but it says, "Approximate area of TCE contaminated 

groundwater, concentrations greater than . . . to include 2006 data."  I think that --  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yeah, that's a good catch.  We'll make sure that includes it.  It was 

just -- it was left off here.  "Concentrations for the TCE contamination greater than" -- 
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and it got chopped off.  So yeah, we need to fix that.  It's five.  And we need to fix that.  

Good catch.   

 

Okay.  If we can scoot on ahead.  All right.  I know we've been saying for several 

meetings that -- you know, we've been talking about a surface water screening level now 

for the past probably three  

 

RAB meetings, and we really haven't given you a very good answer on what that level 

might be.  There was a process that the Army and the regulators were going through to 

try to derive a certain level so that folks could know if the levels in Johnson Creek were a 

threat to human health.  What we did, the Army, EPA, and NDEQ independently 

calculated a screening level for surface water, completely independent, just to see what 

we would get.  And again, these are preliminary screening levels that we're going to talk 

about tonight.  These are not official action levels, they're not regulatory levels, but these 

are levels that -- what we wanted to do is take the most conservative assumptions that we 

could come up with and compare them to the levels that we see in Johnson Creek.   

 

Now, the Army and the EPA used a similar risk-based approach with similar what I call 

exposure assumptions which I'll talk about on the next slide.  But the big difference in the 

levels that the Army and EPA came up with had to deal with the toxicity level of TCE 

itself.   NDEQ, they calculated a TCE screening level based on using the Platte River as a 

compliance point of, you know, five parts per billion and then determined what level it 

would have to be in Johnson Creek in order to come up with that particular level at the 

Platte River.   

 

Now, you see these levels that we're using again for a screening level.  The Army came 

up with -- and we'll talk mainly about TCE, because RDX was fairly high no matter who 

calculated it.  So we'll concentrate on TCE.  The Army came up with a level of about 448 

parts per billion, EPA, 16, and NDEQ, they had a range based on stream flow of 123 to 

265.  Now, why is that important?  I know everyone is going to zoom right in on the 16 
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level because obviously that's the lowest one.  All the other levels seem quite a bit higher.  

And there's reasons for that.   

 

 Next slide, please.    

 

MS. FRALEY:  We have a question. 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes? 

 

 MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Lorus Luetkenhaus. Are you aware that there are children  

around this area here?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, we are.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  And so you just make the levels for the adults and to hell with 

the kids; right?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  No?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  I didn't see anything on there about exposure risks for children.  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We'll try to explain that as best we can.  So bear with me for a few 

minutes and we'll –  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I want to make just one point.  EPA's -- the way EPA calculated that 

16 number -- and there's a memo on the back if you want to take a look and then we can 

talk about it probably in detail maybe at the next meeting -- but both the EPA and the 
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Army model assumed a child exposure.  So those numbers of protective of a child 

exposure in the creek, or they represent risks associated with a child exposure.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Then can you explain why that note says –  

 

 MR. ANDERSON:  That's a typo.   

 

MS. MOORER:  It says "based on adult exposure."   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  That's incorrect.  Good catch, Lorus.   

 

MS. MOORER:  So actually the word "adult" should be child or children exposure.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  That's correct.   

 

MS. MOORER:  All right.  That's another important difference, isn't it?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  It is.  I'll just talk from over here because I'm sure I'll pass the mike 

back to Scott Marquess again before this slide is done.   

 

May I have the next slide, please? 

 

Both the EPA and the Army tried to use exposure assumptions that were extremely 

conservative to look at what we would consider a worst case in the creek.  The various 

exposure factors that are considered in a risk assessment are, you know, incidental 

ingestion of water, if you're in the creek, you may swallow some water for whatever 

reason; skin exposure, and that's, you know, putting your hand or whatever skin in the 

actual water.  And the assumption that we made is that half your body would actually be 

covered up, or half the individual's body would be covered by water.  Now, the 

frequency, we assumed this person would go to the creek one day every week for ten 

years and would spend five hours in the creek with half their body immersed.  And we 
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assumed a body weight of about 95 pounds.  It's a standard body weight used for child 

exposure.  Again, our exposure assumptions between the Army and EPA weren't exactly 

the same but fairly close.  The big difference right now lies in what the Army and the 

EPA consider to be a toxicity factor.  And this particular issue is being resolved at a 

national level between the Department of Defense and EPA.  And whatever number the 

agencies determine is the toxicity factor of TCE, then that's the one we would use to 

calculate the number.  And, you know, we have no choice in the number.  Once it's 

decreed, that is the number, and that's the one we would use.  And once that number is 

decided, then EPA's and the Army's values would be extremely close together.  Right 

now there's about a 35 times difference in the toxicity factor that are out there.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Mr. Anderson?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes?  

 

MS. MOORER:  Lynn Moorer again.   Do you have to share with us a memo somewhat 

equivalent to the EPA memo that goes through how the calculations and the assumptions 

were made in arriving at the Army's risk factor?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We have a draft memo.  We're just finishing the review of that.  We 

can certainly provide that in short order once we make sure that the right things are in 

there.  But we wanted to share this at this meeting even though it's somewhat preliminary 

but it's close enough so we can at least have some values to compare with what's in 

Johnson Creek right now.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I do think that's important that you follow up and get us the Army's 

memo somewhat that covers roughly the same ground as EPA's memo which I found 

very interesting.  The other thing being --    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yeah, in fact, that might be a great subject for the next meeting too, 

because we have -- what the Army -- the Army's memo that we'll be able to share here 
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soon actually looks at all the different derivations of the numbers between EPA, the 

Army and NDEQ, and it compares them and lays them out so you can see some of the 

things that went into coming up with that number.  And we also have a more detailed 

analysis for those that really love to get into the risk assessment business,  you know, a 

lot of the assumptions and factors that go into that.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Then one other question.  When you say DOD and EPA resolving at 

national level, who is it that decides?  Is it not EPA that ultimately decides what that is, or 

are there still at the highest Level then two different agencies that are going to be fighting 

it out?  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I think it's more than DOD and EPA.  I mean, there's -- how would I 

characterize it?  It's more than just a DOD/EPA issue.  It's a broader based issue, what's 

the toxicity of TCE.  It affects everybody out there who's in the remediation business.   

 

MS. MOORER:  My question is who decides ultimately what that factor is, or what 

agency decides it?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Well, I mean, I can tell you what's in practice now.  You know, EPA 

is basing our decision on the slope factor associated with the lower, the more 

conservative slope factor.  And the way we do it is looking at a range, which is kind of 

what we're seeing here.  But if we were deciding, you know, this site, some other site, 

pick a site, the decision we would make would be based upon the lower toxicity -- or the 

more conservative toxicity value for TCE.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Mr. Anderson just indicated recently though in his explanation that -he 

gave the impression somehow that it's going to be decided here soon.  And so my 

question is pretty simple.  Who decides?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I don't have an answer to that question.  I don't know that "soon" 

would be a time frame either.   
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MS. MOORER:  Well, actually, I think this question is to Mr. Anderson.   

You're saying it's going to be decided.  Who are you indicating is deciding it?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, that's way above both of our pay grades.  I wish I could give 

you a good answer when this decision will be made, but I really can't.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Well, Mr. Anderson, I didn't ask when.  I'm asking you who?  As far as 

you know, who is the person who decides ultimately?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I don't know.  I don't know who the ultimate decision --  

 

MS. MOORER:  Or the agency, which agency is the one that ultimately decides?  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I can't answer that directly.  I believe there are a number of federal 

agencies that are involved in that decision-making process.  It deals with --  

 

MS. MOORER:  And so they will achieve a  consensus and the decision is announced?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Yes.  And this is one that's already been in the works for some time  

already.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Right. 

 

MR. MARQUESS:  It's a very important, difficult -- the NSF and NSDF, they're all -- 

OMB as well I would expect.   

 

MS. MOORER:  So you really don't have an answer for us? 
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MR. MARQUESS:  As to who decides, no.  As to how we will manage it, this is how we 

will manage it, and from our perspective, again, based on the more conservative toxicity 

value.   

 

MS. SARAVALI:  Rachel Saravali with UNL.  I'm a grad student there.  I'm curious to 

know if there's a cancer associated with RDX or TCE exposure or if this cancer slope 

factor is a range of different cancers?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  You want to take that one?  Go ahead. 

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I'm not a toxicologist, but I am staying at the Holiday Inn.     

The values don't relate -- the slope factor values don't necessarily relate to a specific  

kind of cancer if that's what your question is.  Is that --  

 

MS. SARAVALI:  Are you talking about a cancer that might develop over the course of 

years --  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  The way we do risk assessment is over however long a period of 

exposure.  So for this one it's a ten-year assumption.  A lot of times we'll make it a 

residential, a 30-year assumption.   

 

MS. SARAVALI:  Is there a specific cancer that's associated with exposure to either of 

those two compounds?  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I couldn't tell you that.  I don't know the answer to that question.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.  And again, we look forward to an opportunity to explain this 

a greater detail.  I think we'll have a lot more to talk about at the next one.   

 

Finally, just to update, the quarterly report for June has obviously been disseminated,  

website, library.  And the draft final 2005 annual report has also been published.   
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At this time we're going to talk about our expanded monitoring well network.  These are 

the new monitoring wells we're installing along the southern perimeter and eastern 

perimeter of the site to increase our confidence that we're containing the plume.  Again, 

there's no substitute for having real data to know who your plume is contained, so that's 

why we've committed to doing the expanded monitoring well network.  In fact, as we 

speak, the drill crews have mobilized to the site and they're going to begin work here 

shortly.   

 

At this time Lisa Tholl from URS will go through some of the details on the well 

network.   

 

MS. THOLL:  Good evening.  I'm Lisa Tholl with URS.  As Garth said, I'm a project 

manager at URS for the Mead site.   We've been talking for quite a bit of time about 

expanding the monitoring well network to the east and to the south on the Mead site.  

And so basically I'm going to brief you tonight on all the new monitoring wells that we're 

planning on putting in this year.  We are going to putting in wells that are going to consist 

of observation wells that are  hydraulic containment data.  We're going to put in 

monitoring wells, as we said, on the southern perimeter and the eastern perimeter.  And I 

believe all the maps that are handed out tonight show all the proposed locations in red.  

So if you look on our legend here, it says "proposed monitoring wells."  The monitoring 

wells as you can see are in red here to the east, to the south, and observation wells are 

going to be around our extraction wells.  We put together the proposed expansion of the 

well system with the regulators.  And what you see on the map is what we've all come to 

agree on is how we want to expand the network.  The Army Corps is negotiating right 

now and has negotiated some land leases.  That's why they've started to drill but there's 

still more that they're negotiating for all the proposed wells.  And the Army plans on 

installing all these by the end of the year.  Hopefully weather and access and all of that 

stays good so we can get all the wells in.  And like we said, ECC is going to start drilling 

those as we speak.   
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The monitoring wells, as I said, we're putting in observation wells.  The observation wells 

are going to go around existing extraction wells.  If you remember, some of our 

extraction wells, which are all of our downgradient large pumping wells, they start over 

here (indicating) and then they work over EW1, EW3, all the way around the southern 

part of the site that are part of our containment system, some of the extraction wells have 

observation wells associated with them and then some of them didn't.  And based on 

some input and we felt that we needed to add some more observation wells around the 

ones that don't have it, so the ones in red that you see around EW2, EW4, EW6, EW9 and 

EW11, there is going to be new observation wells that are going to be put in, about 30 of 

them total.  There's about 70 observation wells, as I said, that already exist on the site 

around some of the extraction wells.  Again, they're used to collect water level data so 

that we can monitor the performance of our extraction wells.   As I said, some of them are 

instrumented, some of them aren't.  And that's what we're going to be doing.  Most of the 

observation wells that we're putting in are on university property but some are on private, 

but nearly all of them are on the university property.  And as I said, they're in red on your 

map.  We didn't number them because they're very close together around the extraction 

well, again, to collect hydraulic data to monitor the performance of that extraction well.   

 

Also part of our expansion of the well system,  we're going to be putting in southern 

perimeter wells.  We've heard lots of, do we have enough, where are any gaps that we 

might have.  And so we have talking about for quite some time, we are going to be 

installing more monitoring wells on the southern part of the site.  Right now we've got 36 

new monitoring wells that are planned.  Again, they're to monitor the contamination, the 

plume, the movement of the plume in the southerly direction.  We've already got about 35 

monitoring wells that already down the southern portion of the site.  And when I say 

"southern portion," I'm talking all of this down here (indicating), all the red wells that you 

see down on the southern part of the site.  That's again to monitor downgradient of our 

extraction wells and our containment system.  When we put in the monitoring wells, we 

usually put them in as a cluster, just like Brady talked about in the trend analysis that you 

saw, shallow, intermediate and deep wells.  Again, we're doing that.  We're going to be 

putting in a cluster of wells, shallow, intermediate and deep.  That's what's planned.  
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Sometimes we only put a shallow and an intermediate in, we don't end up putting in a 

deep one, but that's based on the geology.  If we don't have enough sandstone to put a 

deep well in the bedrock, we won't put one in.  So I say that that's what's planned, a 

shallow, intermediate and deep, but what actually goes in might be a little bit different.  

And we can talk about that after obviously all the wells are put in.   

 

When the new wells go in, as standard practice, we sample them for four quarters for the 

first year, and then we evaluate the frequency of the sampling after the first year.  So we 

sample for one year.   I think one of the -- again, another area that we've heard a lot 

about, adding more wells, that we have a sufficient amount, really monitoring the eastern 

side of the plume.  And I think we've got a lot of really good input from you, the public, 

on where you'd like to see some wells.  We've also again worked with the regulatory 

agencies to come up with these locations.  So our eastern boundary wells start all the way 

up here, MW102, that proposed location, and they come down all these red wells, all 

along the eastern side of the plume, all the way down here (indicating).  Those are all the 

proposed eastern side monitoring wells.  And there's about 48 monitoring wells.  So if 

you look at this plume, you look at -- some of the black wells that are in black, like 

MW46, those are already existing.  And if you look to see where all the new proposed 

wells are, then we've really got a lot of wells on the eastern side that are proposed.  And 

those are also the ones that are going to be put in this year.   

 

Again, to monitor the contamination on the eastern side of the site, we've already got 

about 30, as I said, existing monitoring wells on the eastern part of the site as well as a lot 

of residential wells that we sample on the eastern part.  Again, all those wells will be 

sampled quarterly for the first year and then we'll evaluate whether we're going to 

continue to -- what kind of frequency to continue sampling them on.   

 

 MS. KONECKY:  Excuse me.  Melissa Konecky.  Who's paying for those wells?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  These are also our wells.  Again, our responsibility is to monitor our  
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plume to make sure that we keep it contained no matter what outside influences there 

might be.  So we would put these in regardless of any other event that might be 

happening outside the project or that could affect the project.   

 

One thing I want to clarify from Lisa's presentation, that we will always monitor these 

new wells on -- we're never going to stop monitoring these wells.  Just that you know, it's 

standard practice to always start with the quarterly when you install them and then 

evaluate the frequency after that.  But we will always continue to monitor them.  We'll 

never stop as long as the plume is still there.     

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Lorus Luetkenhaus.   How many monitoring wells is MUD 

going to put in on the eastern side?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We're still assisting Omaha in the oversight of the development of 

their well network.  The number right now is still undetermined, but they will be 

proposing their well network soon, and we'll assist the Omaha District in evaluating that 

network.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  I've got a note here from December 1st, 2004, two years ago.  

And MUD feels that additional monitoring wells should be installed to monitor 

groundwater east of the NOP plume and has offered to fund their installation."     

 

I'll say I'm glad that -- what you're doing is beautiful.  But let's let them help us out a little 

bit.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, you're stealing my thunder.  I was going to talk about that a 

little bit later.   

 

But the way we're looking at monitoring of this plume, there's actually two lines of data 

that we're collecting.  And the line that we have next to the plume, the primary emphasis 

is for chemical data.  MUD will be installing a certain number of wells further out that 
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will be sampled for chemical.  But their main purpose is to evaluate the hydraulics and 

the influence of the MUD pumping.  And that's about all I can say about that.  But the 

wells they put in for the purpose of the permit will be on their own nickel.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Lynda Wageman.  You had mentioned, Lisa, that you're going to be 

testing these wells quarterly on the eastern side of the plume as well as on the southern 

side of the plume, and how it's still undecided on how often you're going to check after 

that.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I addressed that a couple minutes ago.  To clarify that, yeah, we 

always start quarterly.  I mean, that's the default amount that you sample these wells.  

And after a year, standard practice, every well on here, we evaluate ever well, every year.  

We look at trends, we look at the past frequency, and we determine if we need to 

continue sampling quarterly.  And most likely yeah, we'll continue to sample these 

quarterly.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Sounds great, Garth.  Here's the deal.  I'm monitoring what you guys 

are monitoring.  So when you say you go in and you've checked 24 monitoring wells, 

you're not checking 24 monitoring wells.  I go in and I review your script and your 

verbiage and your summaries and I'm going in and I ‘m checking well by well by well.  

And if you're checking -- you make a statement that you're testing 24 wells, you're not.  

You've checked 12 to 13 wells, but a number of those wells you've checked more than 

once and they've got duplicate readings.  However, when you go in and you're reading the 

summary, you know, the summary that the other regulators read, the information that you 

give the senators, the data that you provide everybody else, you know as well as I do that 

they're not going in double-checking your work.  I'm the only one who's doing it.  I want 

to know why the information and the data that you're provided in your summaries are 

misleading.  If you're going to test 24 monitoring wells, my expectation is that you test 24 

monitoring wells.  If you are going in and you are running duplicate samples, I expect 

you to say, we tested 13 monitoring wells, the balance of which we tested X number of 

times.  Once in a blue moon -- and this has been going on since, let's see, 2004 -- every 
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now and then you will make that statement, but that is a rarity, and you'll use it for maybe 

one or two examples.  But what you are providing is incorrect.  This is my concern.  And 

I'm going to reiterate it again and again and again.  MUD is building a well field.  You've 

got slop you are responsible to take care of.  If you can't, we'll go over your head.  As far 

as these monitoring wells that you plan to be testing whenever, I guarantee you that 

someone is going to be double-checking your work, as I have been since you've started 

monitoring these wells, and I will be turning this data in as I intend to do if you do not 

protect the public.  The work that you have done in testing these monitoring wells has 

been nothing short of substandard.  I expect you to do a better job.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We stand behind the data, and we're glad that people are checking 

our data.  

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  That's great to hear that you're standing behind the data, but you don't 

have enough data.  And you're telling people, I'm checking 24 wells.  You're not.  So 

Garth, it's me you're talking to.  It's not anybody else.  So spare me the spin, darling, 

because I'm going through your data.  You checked 24 monitoring wells.  I expect 24 

monitoring wells to be checked.  I don't expect 13 wells to be checked with the balance 

going twice when you're saying in your summary that you're checking 24.   If I did that in 

my job, I would be fired.  I spent the last three days locked in a conference room with my 

CEO going through objectives for 2007.  If I pulled a stunt like that with my boss, I'd be 

fired.  I don't know why or how you guys are getting away with what you're getting away 

with, but it's going to stop, period.  So when it comes to these wells on the east side, you 

are involving my family, my house, and me as a person.  Change the way you check these 

wells.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  We need to stop for just a second.  We need to 

do a tape change.  So if you want to take a break to grab another coffee or a bottle of 

water, we'll resume in about five minutes.    

(8:00 p.m. - Recess taken)  
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(At 8:05 p.m., with all parties present as before, the following proceedings were had, to 

wit:) 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Let's get started again.   

 

A question was asked whether we sampled surface water points 12 and 13 in our June 

sampling event.  We did sample 12, but we did not sample 13.  I have the results for 12.  

And in the June event, for TCE it was 1.77.  And that level seems to be fairly steady over 

the past year.  And we've had a range from .84 all the way to 1.77.  If anybody would like 

a copy of this graph, we can make a copy of it and give it to you before we leave tonight.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I want to address -- Ms. Moorer had a question about who decides 

the toxicity slope factor TCE.  I believe that's an EPA decision ultimately, but it's also a 

decision that will be widely vetted among many governmental agencies.  And again, I 

don't believe "imminent" would be the timeline for that.    

 

MR. RANDAZZO:  Paul Randazzo.  We were talking earlier about you guys are going to 

sample the new wells four times for the first year.  I guess my question would be, or my 

statement, in the past we've kind of had the luxury as audience participants or RAB 

members to have audience participation.  And I'm sure you guys will make the decision 

as far as how often to monitor the wells.  But I would like to publicly ask that we have 

some input regarding that.  So you're saying you want to do it once a year.  And I'm 

looking at the new well, 116, for instance, which is right on that point down at the 

bottom.  You may say you only want to sample that once a year or once every two years, 

and I might say, well, because that's an area where the computer models showed that 

there was going to be a break in containment, which I know I'm the only person in the 

room that thinks that it might break containment, however, I might want that sampled 

more often.  And would you guys at least listen to the suggestion?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Paul, I think you're right on in that probably the area of the greatest 

risk is right here (indicating).  And this would be certainly an area that we'd be most 
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concerned about.     Up here (indicating) maybe not quite as much.  But what we would 

offer to do is at the appropriate RAB meeting, because we develop an annual sampling 

plan that we'll talk about the next calendar year, once we developed that plan or have a 

proposed plan for the sampling for the following year, and we would certainly present 

that to the RAB for some input.    

 

MR. RANDAZZO:  And if you'll remind me, with all of those computer samples, you 

know, with all these different factors -- when it broke containment when it did, wasn't it 

down close to the tip?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  It was right here where it makes a turn south.  It wasn't down here.  

It was right in here (indicating).  It's almost like a -- what you do is you track a particle of 

water as it travels down this way (indicating).  And this was about the only place under 

the most extreme conditions that it showed any potential of breaking containment.  That's 

what we would be most concerned about as well.   

 

And that's a great lead-in to --  

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  One more question,  

Garth.  Sorry, Garth.  This has nothing to do with those.   

 

Lynda Wageman again  

About a year and a half ago, Scott, I had talked to you about something that concerned 

me, which was vapor intrusion.  I have just been passed a document from Lynn regarding 

some possible -- I don't want to call them concerns -- but some things we  might want to 

look at regarding vapor intrusion.  I know that, you know, right now they want -- I think 

it's currently sitting at five micrograms I think is what's considered dangerous, and now 

they want to take it down to .02 micrograms.  I can show you the article.  But this is 

something also that we really need to think about absolutely.  Monitoring wells are great, 

as I've discussed with Scott in the past.  We've come leaps and bounds since 2004 getting 

those monitoring wells and the money to make that happen.  And I'll be the first person to 
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acknowledge that.  But we also have to recognize the area of the country in which we 

live.  We do have a rural population, and some of these homes such as my own are a 

hundred years old.  Some of these homes do not have concrete basements or  just a partial 

concrete basement or there could be cracks in the basement foundation.  And when that 

occurs, as you all know, you're going to run the risk of vapor intrusion.  This is 

something -- the plume does not have to be on top of you in order for you to get hurt.  It 

doesn't have to be close to you for you to get hurt.   

 

When I was speaking with Scott about a year and a half ago, we had discussed this, and 

we also talked about some of the varying types of technology that might be out there to 

assist the people in checking for this.  And I want to know -- it's obviously on your plate.  

I know it's on your plate.  I've got the doc, which is good.  I want to know specifically 

how important you think this is at the current time, what you intend to do to protect the 

people of this area, when you're coming out to my farm to check my dirt floor basement.  

What are you going to do?  Or have you given that any thought?  And how are you going 

to weigh the lack of regulatory standard to this up against your responsibility as  the 

Army and as human beings?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, I don't know if I can answer every one of those questions.  The 

first one, yes, we are concerned.  That's why we do have it on our radar screen currently.  

We're working with EPA now to develop some sampling and some field work to measure 

vapor intrusion in the area.  We haven't gotten to the point of finalizing any work plan 

yet, but we certainly intend to do some type of field work so we can assess how vapor 

intrusion does affect the area.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  What type of testing do you plan to be doing?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I'm going to turn it over to Lisa Tholl who wrote some of the work 

plan.  It's an internal document right now, but she's very familiar with a lot of issues 

relative to vapor intrusion.   
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MS. THOLL:  I'll preface this, Lynda, by saying I'm not a vapor intrusion expert.  But 

one of the experts actually in vapor intrusion that works for URS was actually the 

primary person in helping develop, like Garth said, a preliminary work plan to go out to 

the Mead site and collect samples to help us answer a lot of the questions that you're 

talking  about.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  What's that person's name?   

 

MS. THOLL:  His name is Bart Eklund, E-K-L-U-N-D,  He is in our Austin, Texas, 

office.  And I think probably if you Google or search anything  related to vapor intrusion, 

you will see a lot of papers that he has coauthored on vapor intrusion.  He's done a lot of 

national conferences and speaking on vapor intrusion.  So again I'll preface, I'm not the 

vapor intrusion expert, but I'm happy to try to answer some of that.   

 

Like Garth said, we have a preliminary work plan right now that's on our plate.  And if 

you're familiar with kind of how vapor intrusion evaluation is done, it's done in a stepped 

approach.  Bart Eklund has actually come up to the site with me   and done a preliminary 

review of the site.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Was this a visual site?  When you say he's done a preliminary review 

of the site, was he reviewing a visual like EPA did down at Camp Ashland or was it 

something with data?  Did he have his meters?  What was -- what did he do?   

 

MS. THOLL:  When you look at vapor intrusion initially at the site, you don't 

immediately go in and start sticking a meter in First off, he had never been to our site 

before.  He had seen maps.  He had seen that map, actually, many of those maps up there 

where the ground contamination is, all the data that we have.  He and I came to the site 

and we looked at just visually -- went around the site to see what kind of structures are 

overlying and adjacent to the plume.  He wanted to see, you know, some of the ages -- 

look at some of the  buildings to see how old they were.  We only went into a few of the 
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university buildings.  This was not to go in to immediately and definitively define ever 

residential home and assess every type of basement foundation or lack of or cracks --  

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  How far outside the plume did you go?  You're talking about you 

went into the university, which means that you're on the university property, which 

means you're actually on the plume.  But I know enough about vapor intrusion to be 

dangerous.  So you and I are kind of in the same boat here.  But I can place a phone call 

and learn.  But how far out?  When you did the visual and he did some stuff, you didn't 

come to my house.   

 

MS. THOLL:  You're right.  And this  was just -- when you come onto a new site, if I 

was a person that had never seen the site and I looked at that map, I wouldn't have any 

idea if there was  topography, if there were trees, if the buildings were two-story or one-

story.  I'd have no idea.  So literally the first thing is we did a drive around the site.  We 

started from the north, went all the way down to the south.  We literally went all the way    

over here on the bluff road.  We went over here to this area.  We went to the water ski 

lake and looked at that area.  We literally did the whole site.  And  again, it was just a 

driving tour.  We got out.  And again, we didn't call ahead to look at any particular 

buildings, because he was just trying to get a lay of the land.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Did you turn around and actually look at everything within the one-

mile buffer or was it more specific; I mean, you'd go here, here, here (indicating)?  I 

mean, if it were me and I were taking him out and it was his first visit, I'd say, look, look 

at the plume, isn't it nice, this  is the one-mile buffer, get in the car, don't smoke, You 

know, and I'd show him around.  Is that what you  did? 

 

MS. THOLL:  Essentially, Lynda, yeah, that's what we did.  I tried to show him on the 

site essentially where all the residents were, what kind of university buildings were still 

here, how they used some of those buildings, and literally just kind  of drive around, see 

farms, see houses, see the water  ski lake, see the NRD reservoir.  We did that.  what I 

had done was also tell him again -- I used to sample all these wells, not the one-mile 
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buffer but the ones that were originally on part of the water supply sampling system.  I've 

been in a lot of those houses.  I know which houses have block foundations, which ones 

have concrete foundations.  So I specifically only spoke to him with information on  

those houses just to give him an idea.  He could see a farm house, he'd say, what about 

that place, have you ever been in that.  I'd say yes, I've sampled the carbon unit in that 

house, it has this kind of foundation, it has a concrete floor.  That's as basic as we did.  

And that's all he wanted to know firsthand.  Then what he does is he looks at the  plumes.  

And then what we did, we went back to the office, and on the aerial photographic map we 

saw the plume --  

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Which plume map did you show him?   

 

MS. THOLL:  We did this one right here  (indicating) with all of that direct push data 

that we had just done and it was published in our data summary report.  We looked at that 

map.  And we didn't look at just all the recent, we looked at historical data as well.  And 

then we just started putting circles around all the of the structures that overlie the plume.  

Again, we looked at TCE plumes, not the RDX, just the TCE plumes.  And then we also 

started circling houses that lie away from the plume as well.  And I can't tell you an exact 

distance.  I don't know.  But, you know, did we look a couple miles away?  No, I can tell 

you that much.  But we  looked at what lied over the plume and what was on the edge of 

the plume.  And then he said, what is that building used for, is that a house?  I'd answer 

yes or no.  Is it a commercial building?  Is it a university building?  How do they 

typically use that  building.   

MS. WAGEMAN:  The functionality.   

 

MS. THOLL:  Exactly.  That's the first  screening that we do when looking at a site.  

That's the only thing we do, is circle the buildings that lie over the plume and adjacent to 

the plume, are they residential, we guess -- just preliminary we guess on age.  Again, just 

all preliminary.  It's not something that we would do definitively looking at age, 

construction, nailing it down for everyone until we actually went out and did a full 

assessment.  So again, preliminary.  And that's what we did our work plan based on.  So 

 35



1065 

1066 

1067 

1068 

1069 

1070 

1071 

1072 

1073 

1074 

1075 

1076 

1077 

1078 

1079 

1080 

1081 

1082 

1083 

1084 

1085 

1086 

1087 

1088 

1089 

1090 

1091 

1092 

1093 

1094 

it's a tiered approach.  basically you look at residences or buildings that lie over the 

plume and what's the concentration.  Immediately if they fall out with concentrations 

goes, that's a building you would want to potentially look at.  Then for vapor intrusion, 

you don't immediately go out and collect indoor air samples.  The next step is, do you 

have any vapor or soil gas samples adjacent to those buildings.  And we looked at the 

data.  All the soil gas that we have for the site was done in the RI, the OU2 RI, which is a 

1992.  o we basically say --    

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Stop.  Did you do surface samples?  Did you -- you know, exactly -- I 

mean, did you just say, oh, here's dirt, and then pick it up and show him?  I mean, what 

did you do here?   

 

MS. THOLL:  We did in-situ soil gas. So we basically send a probe down to the 

subsurface, vacuum the soil vapor out and do a screening of that.  That's what we did in 

the RI.  But it was a different purpose.  We were looking for source areas and all.  So 

when he said, well, we got data from 1992, it's not around in the general areas where a lot 

of these residences are and buildings that are used.  So really the next step is to collect 

soil gas samples adjacent to the buildings that are of concern.   

 

 So that is literally how the preliminary or -- and the regulatory agencies have not seen 

this work plan.  It's in the Corps for review.  So the next step that we say is we need to 

collect some soil gas samples, and then we move on from there.  

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  You're saying "next to the buildings of concern."  And I would take 

on the assumption, and I think it's a very reasonable assumption, that at first pass the 

buildings of  concern are going to be the ones that are situated directly on top of or 

immediately adjacent to in the matter of a hundred feet of the plume.   

 

MS. THOLL:  Correct.   
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MS. WAGEMAN:  Okay.  My concern is this:  The vapors are very unlike water.  They 

go all  over the place.  And you may have -- if she is in this house and I'm the plume, I 

may not go there, I might go there, and I might go three times as far and never go here 

(indicating).  And so I think that's great that you're doing that.  I'm really glad to see this 

finally happen.  But my concern here is is that I don't want to see the Corps or URS 

treating vapor intrusion in the same manner that they're going to treat groundwater 

contamination.  And I certainly don't want them to take a laissez-faire, lackadaisical 

approach to this.   

 

So what do you need from us as a community to help maybe expedite the process or 

gather data for you?  Because there are people out here that have cracks in their 

foundations, not just, oh, we have a concrete foundation, but if you've got  cracks, we've 

got a serious problem.   

 

I remember Lenny Segal telling me, Lynda, you better watch for this and you better 

watch for it well.  So I gave him my word that I would be all eyeballs on this stuff.  So 

now I'm all eyeballs.   

 

The next step here is to do some soil  gas samples.  They haven't seen it yet, so obviously  

there's not a date set.  But what comes after the soil gas samples?  Do we know or is that 

still up in the air, a projected time frame, a year out, what?   

 

MS. THOLL:  I don't know what the  actual date past the soil gas sampling is.  I      

couldn't tell you.  

 MS. WAGEMAN:  Do you know, Garth?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well,  I have to admit that vapor intrusion for a lot of us is uncharted 

territory, and we're learning as we go.  Fortunately  we're blessed with having a national 

expert on the  team who can guide us through the process.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Who's that?   
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MR. ANDERSON:  Eklund, the guy we just talked about.  He's an employee of URS.  So 

we're  extremely fortunate to have him under contract.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Thank you.  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  You're welcome. 

 

MR. MARQUESS:  You want to make that an agenda item --  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  That probably won't be ready for discussion in January.  Perhaps the 

April RAB meeting would be about when we're ready to talk about it.    

 

MS. MOORER:  Lynn Moorer.  Mr. Anderson or Ms. Tholl, do you know, what does the 

1997 ROD provide with respect to vapor intrusion?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I don't believe that's  been addressed.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I have -- the latest version of the site management plan that I have seen 

DEP files indicates that the five-year review will be happening beginning in July of 2007 

and concluding in October of 2007; right?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Correct.   

 

 MS. MOORER:  All right.  And I also have seen this draft U.S. Army's vapor intrusion 

policy that states that if an existing circle ROD does not evaluate potential vapor 

intrusion risks and volatile constituents that exist within a hundred feet of an existing  

building, these risks will be evaluated as part of  the CRCLA five-year review.  So the 

question is, are you going to  have this fully addressed, vapor intrusion all  throughout the 

site, fully addressed by October of  2007 as a part of concluding your five-year review?   
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 MR. ANDERSON:  Well, the first part you are correct in that the purpose of the five-

year review is to identify new -- you know, changes in the site, effectiveness of a remedy 

or any new potential exposure pathways.  The five-year review does not  completely 

address the mitigation of a new pathway, it merely identifies it and sets the wheels 

forward  for actually doing the work and the mitigation of that particular risk.   

 

MS. MOORER:  So let me restate my  question.  Will the risks be fully evaluated, which 

it says your policy is, fully evaluated as a part of this five-year review so that when the 

five-year review is done, we'll all be a whole lot  more informed because you will be 

thoroughly done with your assessment of the risks of this site?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We will have identified vapor intrusion as a new pathway.  Will it be 

fully evaluated by then?  No.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Which does not appear to be consistent with the Army's draft policy.  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, just the shear time frame of addressing vapor intrusion, again, 

new  science, it's a new area that there's just -- it's just too short of a time frame to 

completely address  and mitigate this particular risk.  Are we looking at it?  Yes.  Are we 

starting the wheels in motion to address it?  Yes.  In fact, we're doing it even ahead  of 

completion of the five-year review, because we've  already -- we're aware that it is a new 

risk that needs to be addressed.   

 

 MS. MOORER:  Does the Army in any way deny liability and responsibility for vapor 

intrusion risks for the people at the site?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  If it's a risk from a DOD contaminant, then obviously the Army 

takes  responsibility for it.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Thank you.    
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 MR. ANDERSON:  Now, I'd like to talk bout the response action process.  It's been a 

fairly popular topic over the last year.   

 

Slide, please.   

 

Let me start by saying we have a process that's just about finalized called  containment 

evaluation.   Containment evaluation, as  we've discussed before, is going to be a 

comprehensive evaluation of the system performance to ensure that the contaminated 

groundwater plume remains contained and the system is doing exactly what it's supposed 

to do.  And to do this, we have a work plan that's just about final that talks about how we 

collect monitoring data and how we evaluate it, chemical and hydraulic data, we look at 

operations and maintenance, and we use our  groundwater model as a tool to give us a 

holistic assessment of the system performance.  Now, you can't look at any one particular 

data point to get an overall assessment of the system.  That's why we want to do -- we're 

doing a comprehensive containment  evaluation, so we've looked at everything in, you  

know, one big snapshot.  

 

Slide, please.    

 

Now, in the unlikely event that we would have to actually put in -- you know, put into 

action some type of response, what would actually trigger a response?  Why would we 

even need to start anything?   Well, that's a question everyone wants to know.   

 

Now, first of all, do we have site related contaminants that are above the action level 

that's outside the known extent of contamination?  And, of course, when we talk about 

the known extent of contamination, we're talking about what we see on the map.  If we 

see things that are above the action level, you know, out here, then yes, we have to 

initiate some type of response.    

 

Do we see site related contaminants outside of our hydraulic capture zone?  Our 

hydraulic  capture zone extends roughly here (indicating), but if we see things that are 
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outside that are not being contained, then yes, we would obviously have to initiate some 

type of response.  Or is there an imminent threat to a water supply?  If we answer any of 

these questions, then yes, we would have to address that in some type of response.   

 

                    Slide, please.    

 

We've talked for a while about a three-tier process of evaluating a risk -- or evaluating the 

necessity for a response action.  Our first tier is to confirm it.  If we see a piece of data 

that possibly meets one of those criteria, well, he first thing we're going to want to do is 

make sure that that's a real piece of data.  Second tier is go and investigate it; what's 

going on here?  We need to diagnose the problem; we need to determine why this 

particular piece of data is what it is, you know, is there some underlying problems or 

something that we need to understand, you know, in that area around that particular piece 

of data.  And then if there is some type of action needed, some type of physical response, 

then that would be the escalation to tier three.  And I'll go into these tiers in a  little more 

detail.   

 

It's important to emphasize that if a water supply well, any kind of drinking water supply 

well gets contaminated above action levels, the  absolute first thing we do, no questions 

asked, we  supply alternate water supply to the residents, whether it's bottled water or 

some type of carbon filtration unit.   

 

In fact, just this week we have a resident who was on a carbon filtration.  There were 

some maintenance problems with the unit, we had to take it off line, and ECC had bottled 

water to them within a couple of hours.  So that's how quickly we can respond with 

bottled water. 

 

Slide, please. 
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 In order to talk about response actions, it's important to put it into context of, you know, 

how fast groundwater actually moves on the site.  And that dictates how much time we 

actually have to respond in developing our plan.  

 

First of all, groundwater velocity at the site on average moves from northwest to 

southeast at about two feet per day.  Some places it may be a little slower, some places a 

little bit faster, but  on the average for a planning number, two feet per day is pretty good.   

 

Contamination, however, moves a little bit slower because of a lot of factors, generally 

about 75 percent as fast as the groundwater would move.  It doesn't necessarily move 

with the groundwater; it gets held back by the soil matrix and other factors, it gets a little 

bit diluted, so it  doesn't quite move as fast as the groundwater.  But on the average on the 

site, about a foot and a half per day across the site.   

 

 It's also important to know that groundwater, just as if it were flowing in a river, it wants 

to go downstream; it wants to flow with the groundwater gradient.  And this is the natural 

gradient.  This is just like a really, really, really slow river.  Groundwater doesn't want to 

go this way, it wants to go this way (indicating).  So when we talk about groundwater 

moving, it's always in this direction (indicating).  Any other direction it's going to be, you 

know, a fraction of that speed if  there's some other type of influence out there.   

 

 So when we're looking at these  response actions, you need to put that in context of  how 

fast the groundwater and contamination actually moves, just as an example, from about 

here to the Lincoln well field, to the nearest well, probably about three miles.  And if we 

turned off the extraction well today and just let the groundwater go, it would still take 

nearly 30 years for it to reach the Lincoln well field.  But we're not going to turn off the 

well, we're going to keep it contained, you know, to prevent it from going any further  

south.   Tier one, again, we got ROD contaminants, the DOD contaminants above an 

action  level, at a single well.  Whatever well it might be, we go out and we sample.  We 

might -- say we found a  hit somewhere, and it could be anywhere outside of  our known 

extent of contamination -- if it's above action level, the first thing we want to do is we 
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want to go out and resample it.  We have to make sure that that's a real piece a data and 

that nothing  weird is going on, nothing screwy.  Occasionally the lab screws up, 

occasionally the sampling people screw up.  But, you know, those things happen.  We 

would want to make sure it's a real valid data point.  And we would put that particular 

well on a quarterly  sampling program for two years to make sure this is in fact a real 

thing going on and not just a -- you know, we want to be confident that we understand  it.  

And along with that quarterly sampling plan, we would want to sample all adjacent wells 

as  appropriate.  If there's a nearby monitoring well, water supply well, what have you, 

we'd also want to put those on a sampling program to better understand what was going 

on out there.  So once we -- if we confirm that that a real hit, a real data point that we 

need to be concerned about, we would escalate to tier two.  In other words, we would go 

to tier two if  we repeat the detection, say we got a hit of six of TCE outside the known 

extent of contamination, we'd go out and resample, and the next time we get to 6.5, well, 

that tells us that's probably a real piece of data now, and that would cause us to go to the 

next tier to find out what's going on.  Do we have other wells nearby that are above action 

level?  You know, we go out and resample the first one; yeah, we got a hit.  We go to the 

well, just, say, upgrading of it, and it's one of those outside the plume, and it has a  hit 

too.  Well, that tells us there's really something going on and we would go to the next tier.   

 

Question in the back. 

 

 MS. KONECKY:  Why is that so high?  I  mean, why is the TCE or RDX greater than 

25 parts per billion?  I mean, why isn't this more like six or eight? 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  That's a good question.  This is kind of an arbitrary number.  What 

it's intended to illustrate, that if we got a hit that was way above action level, we would 

immediately go to tier two and we would probably skip a lot of this stuff to repeat 

detections, we would go straight to the next tier of investigation.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  So are you saying really that that's not going to be the case, that it 

won't have to be as high as 25 as opposed to like six or eight?   
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MR. ANDERSON:  Well, six or eight is barely above the action level.  It's of concern.  

You know, we obviously would go out and try to replicate that data sample.  But it's so 

high -- if we get a hit at 25, then we probably need to take a little quicker action and not 

wait for a lot of this other stuff to happen, but we would want to go out and immediately 

go to tier two.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  When you mentioned the bottled water that you guys got so quickly 

for someone, like they can't shower in that; right?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No.  The first concern is always drinking water.  You know, there's 

no questions asked.  We send our guys out to a  convenience store and get a couple of 

cases of just regular bottled water until we can get their system  back on line so they're 

not consuming contaminated water.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  How long would they have to go then before they could have their 

own shower, you know, without breathing the steam?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Brady, how quickly did we get the GAC system back on line for that 

one  resident?   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  We just moved over to the other tank.  We have two tanks installed at 

the houses.  So we switched to, I guess it would be the lag tank, so it's still going through 

the carbon  system, and we'll bring the other one in and we'll be back at two again.  So 

the water is going through a GAC system right now or one of the carbon units, and we 

gave them the drinking water, and then we'll go back out and put that other tank back in.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  It's a redundant system.  It goes through two filters.  So the 

showering one, they were still running through a GAC relatively quickly.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  Did you mean within hours then or --  
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MR. ANDERSON:  As far as the tank  switch over, that happened within how long?   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  A day.      

 

MR. ANDERSON:  And this is obviously a  house that already has a system in place.  I 

was just  illustrating how quickly we would furnish bottled water.  If it was a new well 

that had a hit, obviously our first concern is to make sure they're  not consuming 

contaminated water.   

 

And if I could move to next slide, I can show you some time frames for getting other 

stuff in place.   

 

Tier one time frame, obviously it's highly dependent on the sampling results what your 

next step would be.  It takes 60 to 90 days to get the first validated results back.  So once 

we get the  validated results back, then the very next sampling event we'd be out there 

again sampling.   

 

Again, we would to go Tier two  immediately upon reaching the criteria we talked about 

in the previous slide.   

 

Now, again, talking about alternate water supply, bottled water in less than a week -- 

well, actually less than a day.  When we talk about permanent bottled drinking water, 

we're talking more the five-gallon water cooler type from Culligan or whoever our 

vendor is, more of a permanent one, not just cases of half liter bottles.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  But you're not talking about like the showering --  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No.  It takes a little  bit longer to get a carbon filter installed because, 

u know, we have to contract with the vendor and have them come out and re-plume the 

house in order to do that.   
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  MS. KONECKY:  So the logistics for the people would be that they'd be 

inconvenienced  then or they'd have to go to their neighbors and --  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, perhaps.  And, you know, I'm sure if it was -- and we would 

certainly evaluate and get a carbon filtration system in as quickly as we could.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  Well, I just wanted to get this clear in my mind then that your actual 

procedure is to wait until the TCE and the RDX is greater than or equal to 25 PPB.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No.  Any time a water  supply well is over the drinking water 

standard of five for TCE or two for RDX, that resident would immediately get bottled 

water.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  Well, I didn't get why the 25 --  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Perhaps putting that 25 up there wasn't a great idea.  The intent of 

that was to show that if we had a hit in a monitoring well that was not just barely over the 

detection limit or  over the action level -- significantly over the action level, then we 

would skip a lot of those other steps and go immediately to tier two.   

 

I want to distinguish between monitoring wells and drinking water wells.  Drinking water 

wells, nothing else matters but getting bottled water out to the residents and getting a 

system  installed.   

 

  MS. KONECKY:  So a drinking water well, that wouldn't be the criteria?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Absolutely not.  I think we're going to modify that 25 criteria.  It's a  

little confusing.  Thank you.    
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Tier two investigation, again, we have a hit, we know it's a hit, we know it's valid, we've 

got to go out and understand what's going on.  Just like taking your car to the mechanic, 

you got a problem, you take the car in, the mechanic's going to  do an analysis, hook it up 

to a machine, he’s going to figure out what's wrong with the car before he recommends 

whatever fix might be appropriate.  That's analogous to what we're doing here.  

Obviously, the stakes are  a little higher here because we're talking human  health.   

 

Upon escalation of tier two, we would conduct an expanded groundwater investigation.  

You know, this might consist of bringing our Geoprobe rig out, you know, putting in 

some points, upgradient it, sidegradient it, downgrading it, try to do bracket that 

particular well so we can actually understand what's going on.  We might install some 

additional monitoring wells.  We would look at doing some hydraulic evaluation of the 

regime around the well so we can see if there's some type of hydraulic phenomenon or 

some type of hydraulic influence that would be causing this to be going on.   

 

We would escalate to tier three if after our investigation and evaluation we see that there 

may be some movement of the plume that could threaten the water supply well.  We 

would want to mitigate that.  You know, we don't want to have water supply wells 

contaminated, so we might put something in place to do that, or if there's an indication 

that the plume might be breaking containment.  You know, if we show that -- you know, 

I'm not saying this is  going to happen.  This is just for discussion  purposes only.  If we 

see that the hydraulics are such, and we've had a hit out here in maybe one of these wells 

that shows that, oh, geez, the plume looks like it's escaping the hydraulic containment of 

the extraction well, not a good thing.  And not very likely, but we're obviously going to 

be diligent about making sure that that doesn't happen.  So the time frame for doing this 

investigation, typically once -- you know, we have to confirm the data, confer with 

regulators, we have to plan, we have to collect the data, and we have to evaluate it.  It 

could be six to nine months just for rough planning purposes.   

 

Slide.       
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Okay.  Tier three is when we actually take action; we determine that there's a problem 

and we need to take action.  And this is the third time I've said it because it's so 

important, but we would provide alternate water to impacted residents, no questions 

asked.   

 

What are some of the potential actions that we would do?  Obviously, there's a lot of 

things out there that one might do.  But you want to make  sure you select the proper 

response action based on what the investigation would tell you.   

 

In consultation with the regulators, these are some of the things that could happen.  We 

might decide to modify the pumping rates of the our extraction wells because the 

hydraulics might be such that we could influence the flow to make sure that we  modify 

the containment process a little bit.  So might augment the containment system.  We 

could install new extraction wells perhaps; we might put in a groundwater circulation 

well, some type of augmentation of the existing containment system to bring that back 

into containment.  There might be other groundwater remediation techniques that we 

could put into place to block it off at the source  area.  Or if we determine that there 

might be some hydraulic -- some other factor, some external factor that's changed the 

hydraulics that is external to the Corps' operation, then we have a little -- then local  well 

operators might have to modify their pumping operations.       

 

MS. KONECKY:  Garth, excuse me.  This is Melissa Konecky.   

 

Someone just had a question about the house that you had to supply bottled water to, you 

know, within hours.  How often was that house's water supply tested?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We test it quarterly.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  Okay.  So every three months.  And then it was high and getting 

higher.  And then --  
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MR. ANDERSON:  Actually, the complaint was it was low flow.   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Yes, it was low flow.  It was causing back pressure.  We didn't get any   

contaminants coming through.  They weren't getting  enough flow in the house, and we 

determined that it  had something to do with the way the carbon was  filled into the tank.   

 

MS.. KONECKY:  Oh. 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  So what happened was we had to take the carbon unit off line, which 

would  mean they didn't have drinking water supply.  So while we were maintaining the 

system, we provided  them with bottled water, but again, just to  illustrate how quickly 

we would provide bottled water  if necessary.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  And they had been and will continue to be sampled quarterly like 

forever?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  Oh.   

 

MR. BIGELOW:  Actually, those are semi-annual, the befores.    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Oh, correct.  Thank you.  Semi-annually.   

 

Brady, go ahead -- it's a little  confusing, the sampling frequency.  But go ahead.      

 

MR. BIGELOW:  If they have GAC systems, they're sampled -- if they have carbon 

systems, they're sampled semi-annually.  And the way we treated the quarterly ones were 

wells that appeared to be within the footprint of the plume but didn't have the GAC 

systems, then we would sample  them quarterly just to keep a close eye.  But the systems 

that we have set up with the GAC system, we do those semi-annually.    
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MR. ANDERSON:  All right.   

 

Next  slide.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Lynn Moorer again.   Mr. Anderson and Ms. Tholl, most of  the 

information, in fact, virtually all the information you have been presenting this evening  

about your so-called response plan, is not contained within your draft final containment 

evaluation work plan dated June 2006 that we touched upon a little bit at the last RAB 

meeting.  What is the status of that report which Mr. Marquess informed you in a letter 

dated August 24th that he would not accept as a final document?  So what is -- where -- is 

this  information going to be or is it in an official form so that this -- what you've given us 

here is not just completely ephemeral, fleeting, and written on a whim like most of the 

things you tell us?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  This information --  well, let me back up. The containment 

evaluation work plan, yeah, there was some disagreement between EPA and the Army, 

and we are at a point where we now agree on what goes into it.  We've responded to the 

final set of comments produced by EPA, we've come in  concurrence, and we're ready to 

go with a final  document.  And actually, we extracted this  information from what will 

be the final document when it hits the streets.  And another element of the containment 

evaluation work plan that is not in that draft is the complete well network, not just the 

southern perimeter, but the southern and eastern perimeter wells are now contained in the 

work plan.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I have a couple of specific questions that were extremely problematic 

that were in your report, what you termed the draft final dated June, 2006, and that is the 

frequent use of the term or phrase "clear trend."  Are you still  using that terminology?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No. 
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MS. MOORER:  All right.  And then the other thing being, "any tier-three action would 

be developed according to the routine and appropriate  design process."  Are you using 

that type of phraseology?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Essentially what you see up here is what will be in the final 

document.     

 

Scott has some additional information here --  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  No, I just want to verify that we've gone through -- we had some 

comments on that, I think that iteration of the document that you see, and sent a letter to 

the Corps and had a number of comments including some comments that specifically 

dealt with the response action plan  that you saw tonight.  And we got a letter from the 

Corps this week, last week, responding to our  concerns and questions on that iteration of 

the document.  And from my review of the letter and what you've seen tonight reflects 

what we've agreed to and  what we believe is appropriate, and so I think we're  ready to 

move forward with finalizing the document.  We need to get the document itself 

produced  consistent with the letter that we've seen, which I anticipate will happen and 

we'll wrap it up, and I think it should be complete at that point.   

 

MS. MOORER:  So will this document  also be called the containment evaluation work 

plan?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Yes.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Okay.  May I ask you, Mr. Marquess, while you're still there, your 

August 24th, 2006 letter contains a statement in here that's  pretty troubling.  It says, "It is 

likely that the  load line 1 TCE plume cannot be contained by the current system."  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  That refers to I think actually some of the data that Brady was going 

over relative to monitoring well 80.  So the plume here --  I don't know how far, maybe a 
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thousand feet, the five part per billion TCE line extends maybe a thousand  feet beyond 

extraction well 12.  Extraction well 13  is not on line, not part of the system at this point, 

and I don't believe at this point there's a plan to do so.  What they showed today on 

monitoring well 80 is some downward trending.  I believe there's also some data that they 

haven't reported that's being  validated that shows even lower levels in monitoring well 

80 in the most recent sampling round.  So those are all positive trends.  I think the notion 

in terms of how does that fit into this tiered approach is that they are going to be 

evaluating the performance of that system relative to the containment and the capture of 

the farthest -- the southern end of the  plume.   

 

MS. MOORER:  And presumably coming up  with supplemental strategies?  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Yes, as required.  Yes.  

 

MS. MOORER:  To me, that seems like a fairly important admission or acknowledgment,  

because to this point I think most of us have gotten  the general message from each of 

these repeated RAB  meetings that load line 1 was going to successfully and completely 

divert or redirect and/or handle, however you want to say it, all of load line 1.  I mean, 

that is the treatment system that you've got in  place and will soon come on line.   And 

this a fairly  important, to me, revelation.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, it's important to  keep in mind that this new extraction well 

and treatment system has only been in operation since March.  And if you look at our 

response action  process, it would be fair to say that we're in the tier two at the moment.  

We have not had enough time to fully evaluate the hydraulic capture of the new system 

and to look at the chemical data trend to determine the effectiveness of the new system.         

 

Whenever you put a new remedial action in place, you evaluate it for a year to determine 

its  effectiveness.  So we're well down that road in evaluating.  And if at the end of that 

period we determine that other things need to be done in  accordance with our response 
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action plan, then yes, something else may be warranted.  But again, we don't have the 

answer to that yet.     

 

MS. MOORER:  I just want to note for the record that that's a fairly important 

acknowledgment or admission, because a lot of you will remember about two years ago 

at this time that Mr. McCollum was making extremely broad predictions that the actions 

that were being planned for load  line 1 were going to solve all the problems, were 

absolutely going to cure that.  So at least I am  somewhat encouraged that you are now 

acknowledging  that you don't have that farseeing a planning process that you're able to 

predict that you've got things well underway.  Your record has been have spotty with 

respect to your success on this.                  

 

Let me ask one other thing.  Are you going to be evaluating the entire system annually 

using particle tracking or contaminant transport simulation?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  As a part of the Annual Remedy Performance Report, again, it's a 

complete assessment of all those data elements that I talked  about here, you know, 

hydraulic, chemical, and using the groundwater model as a tool for evaluating the 

hydraulic capture zone.  So, you know, part of modeling is part of the tracking.  Again, 

I'm not a groundwater modeler, so I'm not going to get too far into the details.  But yes, 

the groundwater model does the particle tracking and there is some contaminant transport 

component of that.   

 

MS. MOORER:  But you're not considering that a function of the annual containment 

evaluation?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.  We -- 

 

MS. MOORER:  Or are you making a  distinction here?   
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MR. ANDERSON:  No, no.  Groundwater  modeling, which does those things, is an 

important component of our Annual Remedy Performance Report.   

 

Does that answer your question? 

 

MS. MOORER:  Which you will be doing annually?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.   

 

MS. MOORER:  All right.  Thank you.    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.  Last item.  One of the other things we do is we have been 

assisting  the Omaha District as we talked about in the past with MUD oversight.  Right 

now we're also assisting  them with some data validation of some data that was  collected 

in May and September.  I'm actually going to let Scott talk about that real briefly.   

 

And the second item before I let Scott talk is the monitoring well network.  I think we  

addressed that earlier, that we'll be assisting Omaha  in accessing the monitoring well 

network that MUD will be proposing.   

 

Go ahead, Scott. 

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I want to recognize Jenny McGuire from the U.S. Geological Survey 

is  here.  USGS does work for MUD as part of their regular -- I guess regular 

groundwater monitoring program.  Feel free to jump up and yell at me when I diverge 

from the facts. I believe there are six wells that USGS is monitoring for MUD that are 

significantly east of the plume.  There's one here, one, two, three, four, five, six wells, 

monitoring wells that they monitor how many rounds, maybe three rounds?   

 

MS. MCGUIRE:  We did four.   
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 MR. MARQUESS:  And they post the results on the MUD website --  

 

MS. MCGUIRE:  It's on the USGS website. 

 

MR. MARQUESS:  All right.  Well, you've got a link on the MUD website I think.  And 

they sampled these wells in May of '06 and alerted EPA and the Corps as to the results, 

because in all six of the wells I believe they reported detections of Nitrotoluene and 

Nitrobenzene which show up under the explosives analysis.  They are not things that we 

see in any significant levels anywhere here, but they would show up as part of the 

explosives analysis that we regularly do when we are looking for RDX or TNT.   

 

So in the May data, in these wells that were way out here (indicating), they reported 

nitrotoluene and nitrobenzene detections at about .03 to .04 parts billion, which is just 

above the detection limit of about .02 parts per billion.  So naturally when we heard about 

that, that kind of raised some eyebrows. 

 

Yes, ma'am?    

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Quick question.  In regards to the well, I know that one of the 

monitoring wells -- and correct me if I'm wrong -- but isn't one of those wells on County 

Road on J and 5, right across from Barnes?   

 

 MR. MARQUESS:  Here's J (indicating).  There's two wells on J I believe, two 

monitoring wells on J.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Hold on.  Sorry, guys.  Right here (indicating)?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I think they're out here (indicating).   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  What's here (indicating).  Because MUD had proposed --  
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MR. MARQUESS:  I don't know.  I can show you where they are on the USGS map.  

This is what we translated, and we had trouble reading their map.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  This is the one right here (indicating) that MUD's has had to get a 

permit  for, literally here (indicating).  So if it's somewhere else, then my question is --  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I can show you where they are in their sampling analysis plan --   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Okay.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  -- which we tried to translate here, but we may not have done it 

accurately.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Yeah.  I'll be  perfectly honest with you, I think it's sitting -- one of 

them's sitting right here (indicating).  Because this is my house, right here (indicating).   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  You want us to put that on the map?   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  "Lynda's house," right here (indicating).   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Tape change.  Timeout.  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Let's take five while we change the tape.   

 

(9:10 p.m. - Recess taken) 

 

 (At 9:15 p.m., with all parties present as  before, the following proceedings were had, to 

wit:) 

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.  Scott, I believe you were mid sentence when we had to 

change the tape.  So go ahead. 
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MR. MARQUESS:  I guess I'll start over here again. 

 

Jenny, please jump up and yell at me if I get stuck. 

 

So USGS on MUD's behalf collected samples from this six wells out in this area in May 

of '06, reported to EPA some detections of nitrotoluene and nitrobenzene very near the 

detection limit of .02 parts per billion.  The detections were  reported at about .03 to .04 

parts per billion.  Naturally, when we hear these kinds of things, if they don't really make 

a lot of sense relative to  what we understand about the site, nitrotoluene and 

nitrobenzene not common contaminants that we're finding at the site, so we wanted to 

look into it a little further.   

 

We obtained from -- EPA and the Corps obtained from MUD and the USGS the 

analytical data that went into the May sampling event, had our people do a data review, a 

data evaluation, and determined that the data particularly for these  constituents at the 

very low levels near the detection limits was of questionable usability, questionable 

quality.  So initially the lab itself had identified method blank contamination problems,  

problems where these contaminants, nitrobenzene, nitrotoluene were showing up in 

samples that were run with no -- no environmental samples, just their blank samples, their 

clean water samples this nitrotoluene and nitrobenzene were showing up.  So that pointed 

out a problem.  It didn't address all of the wells or all of the samples.  So we looked 

harder at the data and found some issues with -- some calibration issues and general data 

quality that leads that data to be questionable at these very low levels.  So as part of 

MUD's ongoing monitoring program, they continued on and sampled again in September.  

That data has yet been validated.  The initial results show those same wells, there were no 

detections in those wells.   

 

And in that second September round EPA also sent was we call performance evaluation 

samples to MUD's lab, which is Severn Trent Lab in St. Louis, in Denver, where EPA 

provided samples of explosives of known concentrations.  And the lab was not apprised f 
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this.  These were just samples that were submitted with MUD's environmental samples.  

And we sent them two samples with varying levels of explosives in it, and the lab 

detected those acceptably within their performance criteria.  And so for the September 

data, it appears that the lab has performed acceptably.  There were no detection reported.  

Again, that data still needs to be validated.  So there's some question in the May data, but 

our assessment would be that there's no nitrotoluene or nitrobenzene contamination out in 

this region that would warrant further action beyond continued sampling by MUD and 

USGS as part of their program.   

 

Jenny, is that --  

 

 MS. MCGUIRE:  That's correct.   

 

MR. RANDAZZO:  Paul Randazzo --   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Before you ask, Paul, this data has not yet been reported on USGS 

website.  We're waiting to go through this data validation process.  So the May data will 

be posted on the website shortly with an explanation of what I just went through, and 

September data will be posted after hat data is validated.   

 

MR. RANDAZZO:  I imagine you would be very happy if I said that was my question.    

You might have said this and I missed it.  But what caused the initial hits?  How come we  

are non-detect now and we were detect before?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I would characterize it as we've always been non-detect.  But there 

was a problem with the -- we got a piece of equipment in the lab that -- I got a bunch of 

clean water that's never been exposed to explosives in its life.  And it goes through the 

equipment, and it says that there's .03 parts per billion nitrotoluene in this clean water.  

So that was the method blank contamination.  So when we ran the laboratory quality 

control check, these things showed up.  So there was some laboratory problems.  Plus 

again, at these very, very low levels, near, you know, .02 parts per billion  and detection 
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reported at .03, you're in kind of the noise range in terms of the reliability of the 

equipment.  There were some calibration problems --  "problems" probably isn't the right 

way to phrase it.  

 

There were some calibration issues that were identified during the data validation/data 

review  process that would probably also impact that.      

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you, Scott.     

 

At this time we're on our last slide.  Again, we always -- yes, Ms. Konecky?    

 

MS. KONECKY:  Melissa Konecky Someone just reminded me that I had requested a 

drawdown map of what would happen when MUD was pumping 104 million gallons, you 

know, like  during August, and are we ever going to be able to  see that?  Because I 

mean, I think people would be shocked if they could see what's going to happen.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, in the MUD model, they do have a scenario that shows a 104 

million gallon drawdown.   

 

 MS. KONECKY:  Well, we're over whatever that maximum number of days that they 

can pump it.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I'll try.  I believe MUD has a version in their model that shows 

pumping at steady state at 104 mg/d and one at 90 mg/d, and you don't get the plume 

deflection at 90 but at 104 you do.  It starts to turn at 104, at 104 steady state.  So that's 

not -- which would be beyond the 52 mg/d average that they're permitted to pump at.   

 

MS. KONECKY:  It would sure be nice to have that on a map so people could just kind 

of visually look --  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  I believe that's in  
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MUD's report on their website.  I believe that's one of the -- I have it with me.  If you 

want to look at  

 

MS. KONECKY:  Could you get it right  now so that we could all see it?   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Well, no, not really.   

It's in a big stack over there, and I don't know exactly which one it is.  I'd be happy to 

share it with you if I can find it.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I have a question for you Mr. Marquess, and following up for you Mr. 

Anderson.   

 

Mr. Marquess, I noted at the last meeting that you had asked MUD to calibrate their 

groundwater model using August data, which I think a lot of us thought was a very good 

idea.  I wasn't surprised, but yet I was disappointed to see MUD's response to you or to 

EPA basically saying, we're not going to do it 

 

So my question -- and I'm citing from their supplemental groundwater report dated May 

2006,  when they said specifically, "We're not going to do  it."  So what is EPA going to 

do in response to MUD's refusal to use the August data?  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  Well, as you're aware, EPA is not the regulatory agency here.  And 

again, our preference is to not rely on the model as much as to rely on the monitoring.  So 

we will address the factors within our realm of control which is the degree and frequency 

of the monitoring program which is what you saw here tonight for the most part.   

 

MS. MOORER:  So essentially you're not planning to try to bring any other type of 

leverage to bear in order to have that sort of calibration used?   
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MR. MARQUESS:  Again, our opinion is that the primary tool to ensuring containment 

and proper performance here will be the monitoring rather than the modeling.  So that's 

the way we will be focusing our efforts.    

 

MS. MOORER:  All right.  Previously in the meeting, Mr. Anderson, you said you were 

working  with the Omaha District with respect to providing shall we say technical input 

to MUD on various aspects of it.  I think that we would find it useful for you all that is at 

the next RAB meeting to get from MUD through the political connections that you've got 

a large map that can be displayed in  conjunction -- of the 104 million gallons a day 

drawdown.  So if MUD has produced it, fine, can you  get a big version of it for us to 

display on the walls for our meetings along with these other ones?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We could certainly  print that off.  That's easily done.   

 

MS. MOORER:  I think that would be  helpful to give us a perspective in addition to the 

others ones that we have.  Will you do that?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Thank you.    

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  I believe, Mr. Anderson, at the last meeting I asked you for that.   

Now all of a sudden tonight, yeah, we can do that.   

Why don't you have it tonight?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We did refer to an existing report that was already there that had 

been  produced.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  This is not the first time this has been asked for.  I believe if we  

go back six months, it's been asked for.   Now, want -- all right.  Let me -- I'll give you 
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one more time.  If it's not at the next meeting, you won't like the letter I'm going to write, 

I'll guarantee you.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Very good.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  We want a drawdown map in the middle of summer, low flow -- 

well, that  104 million gallons a day and after 30 days and after  60 days and after 90 

days.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  What you're asking for is something different.  

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  No, it's the very same thing.  I'm just asking for more of them.   

That's all.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Right now we will  commit to taking the map out of the report and 

putting it out so we can all look at it.  What you're asking for is a little more complex --  

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  No, it's not.  We're supposed to share information if I remember 

correctly now.  I'm sharing information with you of what I would like to have because 

there's a need for it,  and you're telling me you don't want to share information with me.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  That's not what saying.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Well, that's what you told me.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We're going to produce the map that Ms. Konecky asked for that's 

out of the groundwater modeling report, which is the 104 million gallons per day steady 

state, which is pumping from now, forever at that particular pumping rate.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  And after 30 days, after 60 days and after 90 days.  That's after 

the Platte goes dry, of course.    
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MR. MARQUESS:  I think this scenario is steady state, meaning it's more than 30 days.  

It's more intense pumping.  This would be like the  long-term steady state at 104 mg/d for 

a year.  That's what this represents.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  It can't pump that  much per year.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  All right.  That's absolute worst case.  It doesn't get worse than that.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  It shows here, this map, 90 mg/d.  They're not deflecting over to the  

plume over here.  

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Then after the Platte goes dry, after they pump it dry?  

 

MR. MARQUESS:  It's steady state at some -- I don't know what the river level is    

associated with that.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Mr. Anderson, I would like a drawdown map when MUD is 

pumping 104 million gallons a day 30 days after the Platte goes dry, 60 days after -- well, 

we can only go to 70 days after the Platte goes dry.  I stand corrected.   

 

I would like you to share that information with me at the next RAB meeting.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  As you know, I do not have that information -- the Corps does not 

have that information.  MUD is the one that runs the model.  And if they can do that 

actual run within their model, then we can produce that map. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  I don't have the  document with me, but I do believe I read 

where you saw MUD's water model and you reviewed that  information or somebody in 

your organization did.      
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MR. ANDERSON:  That is correct. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  All right.  Then it shouldn't be too big of a problem to crank 

them up on the telephone and say, hey, send me a copy or fax it or whatever.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I hope it's that simple.  We will request that MUD run that scenario 

and we'll give you an answer if that's possible by the next RAB.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Well, it shouldn't be any problem.   Now, on these new -- I've 

got three questions here.  On the new monitoring wells, how far away from the plume 

edge are you putting those in about, ballpark?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, you can look at the scale.  Most of them are within probably, 

you  know, a thousand, 2000 feet of the edge of the plume.  

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  About a quarter of a mile?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yeah.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  All right.  At two  feet a day, if that breaks containment, how 

many days is that going to take before you even notice it in  monitoring the well?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, we can do the math real quick. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  We're talking over a hundred days, and it takes 60 to 90 days for 

you to get a report back from the laboratory.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  You also have to  realize that water does not move in this direction  

two feet per day; it moves in this direction at two feet per day (indicating).  It's going to 

move -- if it moved at all, which we don't think it will, it's some small fraction of that.  

And, you know, it might divert a little bit but still continue downstream, downgradient.   
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MR. LUETKENHAUS:  I talked to Lincoln Water Works, and MUD is projecting they're 

going to get most of their water from the Platte River.  Lincoln Water Works says no, 

they're not, they're going to pump it out of the aquifer because they don't get the recharge 

that they're figuring on in their water model.   

 

So you can tell me that's not going to go east, but I don't -- I could be wrong.  I've been 

wrong before.  But it's going to pull that plume right east, and it's going to be a long time  

I  guess my question is, why didn't you put that within a hundred feet of the plume edge?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, knowing precisely where the plume edge is difficult.  We 

know approximately where the edge of the plume is, and we need to put it out at least far 

enough so that we can  catch the edge of the plume if it would ever move that way, which 

we don't think it will. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  At the last meeting  you said you were very confident that these 

lines here are the edge of the plume.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Correct. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Now you're telling me that you don't know where the edge of 

the plume is.  Now, which is it?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We know where the plume edge is?  And a thousand feet is very 

close to  the edge of the plume.  

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  No, sir, it isn't.    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, okay. 
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MR. LUETKENHAUS:  A hundred feet would be a lot better.  I'm tickled to death that at 

least  you got them in there, but, I mean, I kind of question what the hell you're doing, 

because you're not protecting the public if it takes three months  for it to get over there, 

which it might when they start pumping in drought conditions, might not.  But we're not 

going to know it for four or five months.   

 

And then you've lost your containment, and according to your pictures up here, it's going 

to take you  another six to nine months to figure out a plan of action.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, you know, in the remote event that this would actually be 

drawn this way, we would see signs hydraulically that there was some influence on this 

part of the plume before we'd see any kind of plume movement.  If we saw some 

drawdown that would indicate that the contamination could be drawn this way, then we 

would know before it would ever reach this well.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  There's something really funny here because you refuse to bring 

the drawdown map here.  And I'm very leery and I don't trust what you're telling us for 

that reason alone, because we've asked for it and asked for it.  And tonight you say, oh, 

yeah, we can get that, no problem, and last month when I asked you, all of a sudden it's 

not here tonight.  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We did show you the 104 mg/d drawdown map just now.  And we 

know that that scenario that is not actually permitted, but they ran it anyway, that the only 

place there's any risk  according to the model is right in here (indicating).  And that's why 

we're going to be intensely monitoring this area of the plume.  

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  And I'm sure probably true.  That's why they moved three wells 

from the south end to the north end of the well field, because it was going to suck that 

plume right  into their well field.   

 

MS. MOORER:  It wasn't using the most current map either.   
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MR. LUETKENHAUS:  On the 404 permit, they're required to use the most recent 

information according to the 404 permit.  Now you're telling us tonight, no, we're not 

worried about it.  You bring that to the Omaha Corps' attention.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Again, we've confirmed that the plume as reported in 1997 and 

confirmed by our Geoprobe was fairly accurate.  And they actually ran a scenario that 

was more conservative than what  the plume actually showed.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Do you have a plan  of action as to who's going to shut down 

MUD when they move that plume?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  If you look at -- we explained the tier process.  And it's not an easy 

thing to -- you know, any type of external influence we would look at, if there was some 

type of risk of the plume breaking containment from whatever pumping scenario, 

whether -- you know, it could be external influence, you'd have to show that it was  

actually attributable to a specific operation.  And we would -- let's just say for discussion 

purposes -- and I'm not saying this is going to happen -- for discussion purposes that we 

could attribute it to MUD, then we would prevail on them to modify their  pumping 

scenario.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Do you have this plan written down?  Is it in a letter?  Will there 

be  a document on this?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  You have to go back to the permit.  I wasn't prepared to talk 

specifics of the permit tonight.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  It's not such a difficult question.  It's only about 12, 14 months 

down the road when they start pumping.  And so if it takes them three months, they'll be 

pumping probably in the middle of summer, and so you've 16 months before they would 

move that plume maybe.  Maybe it's something you might think about.   
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MR. ANDERSON:  We'll definitely think about it.  That's why the urgency of getting the 

wells in now, so that we have that network in place before pumping begins.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  And one more question.    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes. 

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  On the bottom map there you've got -- the '02 ROD does not 

include the latest information on that map.  Are you going to open up that '02 ROD and 

make it current?  The bottom map.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Are you talking over here (indicating).   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Yes, the green shaded area.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  OK.  What's your question now?   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  Are you going open up the '02 ROD and make it current, change 

it to where its actual conditions are?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We're not going to reopen the ROD.  I mean, the ROD shows the 

plume as we understood it in 1997.  Obviously we've collected a lot more data, and our 

understanding of the plume has changed, and that's what we depict in subsequent  reports.   

 

MR. LUETKENHAUS:  But you're not going to make the ROD show that?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  No.  The ROD is what is, and that's the document that we live by.    

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  I'm so glad you said that.   
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I know that there have been some requests to open up and make some modifications to 

the ROD in regards to the maps, because when we asked for, you know, MUD to run 

current models, then they fall back and they run it on the original ROD and so they say, 

we have a right to do that, and then the Corps backs them up on it.   

 

I need to get back to some original questions here because I think, you know, all this is 

fine and dandy, and I live to be here.  We all know that.  But here's my question:  Who's 

responsible for the plume?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  The Army.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Okay.  Who's responsible for the MUD well field?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  The Army is  responsible for part of the permit.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Who is responsible for  the MUD well field?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  I'm not sure I follow your question.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  It's a very simple question, Garth.  MUD is responsible for the MUD 

well field.  And actually the people of Omaha are  responsible for it because we've been 

paying for it since 1995.  So if you guys are responsible for the plume, it is your fiduciary 

responsibility to make sure that it never moves, never had any problems.   

 

And to make sure that happens, you have to be proactive; am I correct?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Correct.    

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Excellent.  I want to know where the heck my plan is.  It's the same 

plan that I talked about when we were sitting in the meeting with Senator Nelson.   
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The response that you provided Senator  Nelson's office, quite frankly speaking, was 

exactly the same response that I expected you to send.  I could have written it for you.  

And the responses that you provided the Senator you fell back onto the 404 permit.  And 

the funny thing was, the whole time, I was questioning the very bits and pieces of the 404 

permit that you were falling back and relying on.      

 

Now, I don't know if you're aware of this, but Senator Nelson was an insurance lawyer, 

so he understands this whole risk stuff.  Okay?  So know, the great thing I guess is that I 

finally have  in writing from the Corps what I was looking for all along; the bad thing is 

that you guys still aren't  taking seriously this, quote, disaster recovery plan that I was 

talking about.   

 

It goes back to a question that Paul had asked years ago:  If there is an issue or a problem, 

who's going to recognize it, who's going to be responsible for sending out the feelers and 

the  plan of action, and how long are you going to have to act, and what parameters are 

you going to be looking for?  And this is the stuff that we want in writing.   

 

This "oh, yeah, we're going to take care of it" is baloney.  You can go back to the 

discussion that we had in Lincoln; you can go back to your tapes.  I'd tell you to go back 

to the transcripts, but a lot of times those are incomplete.   

 

I want a disaster recovery plan so that if something moves or if you, as you say, detect 

some inconsistencies somewhere without the plume even moving yet, I want to know 

specifically what happened, when it happens, who's responsible, who checks it, and what 

time frame so that you can ensure that your responsibility stays complete, because if it 

ever moves, and you turn around and say we know or we didn't expect or we didn't 

suspect, you know, granted, you can't be sued, but -- and you know it, and you fall back 

on that, but others can't.  And as I told Senator Nelson, I would not want to be a naked 

baby in the water.  And there are other factors, other organizations, other companies that 

re going to have -- that they're at risk too, and it's just not fair or right.  So is this planned?   
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Because I haven't seen anything on paper.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We did brief it tonight.   

MS. WAGEMAN:  Well, as I said, I was a little late.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, we covered that  in some detail tonight.  It's in the slides and it 

is  also contained -- it will be contained in the final version of the containment evaluation 

work plan.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  So you don't have it in print on this table for me to take home 

because I've requested it 14 billion times, and you didn't turn it into Senator Nelson?  He 

was specifically requesting that.  Did you turn it in to Senator Nelson?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We responded to Senator Nelson, yes.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Did you turn that into Senator Nelson?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We outlined our response plan in a letter to Senator Nelson.  

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Okay.  So the response plan that I've got a copy of is all you sent to 

Senator Nelson?  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Correct.   

 

MS. WAGEMAN:  Thank you very much.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.  And we've got some RAB topics we have for the next 

meeting.  We have the EW11 advanced oxidation process treatment; we're going to talk a 

little more about the  derivation of the surface water screening level, and we're looking 

for some additional MUD maps.   
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Right now I'm proposing a tentative date for the next RAB of January 25th.  And I have  

spoken to Ms. Konecky and that seems to be an acceptable date, but if we need to 

confirm on that date later, I would like to know.  We're  very flexible on the date we have 

the meeting.   

 

MS. MOORER:  Mr. Anderson, Lynn Moorer again.   

 

I again reiterate the request that you give Ms. Konecky the courtesy of checking with her 

before you announce dates for future meetings, tentative or not, because what that does is 

then you've got reporters or whoever here and they go and they presume that the meeting 

is going to be at that  date, and then once it's changed, once -- you're able to get rid of at 

least half of the people that  normally would like to come to the meeting.  This is not 

acceptable.  Please don't post a tentative date until you've conferred at least with Ms. 

Konecky on that point.  You've got half the people in the community that weren't able to 

come because you pulled this trick the last meeting as well.  And Ms. Konecky asked you 

to not announce something until you at least confer with her on the next meeting date.   

 

Would you at least be willing to do that?   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Of course.    

 

MS. MOORER:  Why didn't you do it at this meeting?  She asked you specifically --  

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Well, you've got to start somewhere.  We threw a date out.   

 

MS. MOORER:  She asked you this more than a month ago.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.  But we also owe it to the rest of the public to at least put out a 

tentative date so that they can weigh in on whether that date would work for the 

community.   
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But anyway, it's a tentative date.  If  it does not work, then we will obviously do better on 

getting the word out earlier and getting it posted on  the website and sending out the e-

mail notifications of the next date.     

 

MS. MOORER:  Let me just reiterate, it's critically important that the information you 

post on the website be accurate.  It's not a substitute for hard copy information for the 

people who don't use the Internet or don't use it frequently, but it's not acceptable for you 

to leave incorrect information posted up there for a long period of time as has been your 

practice.   

 

MR. ANDERSON:  We won't post the date until it's finalized.    

 

Okay.  Before we close, Scott Marquess just had a couple of closing comments.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  A couple of things I wanted to apprise you of.  There will be a public 

meeting to discuss the University of Nebraska cleanup work.  You may be familiar there 

are four burial sites the university is proposing to clean up.  That meeting will be on 

November 8th, 7:00 o'clock, at the ARDC down the road in Ithaca.  And we should have      

pardon?   

 

MS. MOORER:  Excuse me.  That's not a lot of notice.   

 

MR. MARQUESS:  That's at least two weeks I believe.  I believe that's two weeks notice 

at least.  And we will have notice in the papers next week and a fact sheet.   

 

Another issue I wanted to report was that we have finalized an agreement with Dow and 

General Dynamics.  It's signed, it's done, it's final.  And within 60 days from yesterday 

they will be commencing work at the site.  And just a short summary is they're going to 

be doing some sampling across here, groundwater sampling across this part of the load 

line 1 plume looking for high concentrations of TCE that would then hopefully lead them 

to some treatability testing.  And there is a copy of that over -- there were copies of that 
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back on the table  back there, but it's kind of incomplete without -- I mean, the brunt of it 

is the sampling plan which is a component of the order.  So they'll be doing that work in 

the near term.   

 

And that's all I have.    

 

MR. ANDERSON:  All right.  That looks like a wrap.  Thank you for coming everybody.  

Please drive safe.  And hopefully you can still catch couple of minutes of the playoffs, the 

last couple innings of the anyway.   

 

Thanks.  We're adjourned. 

 

(9:55 p.m. -  meeting adjourned). 
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